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A NEw RULE of court (R. 8. C., ord. 36, r. 29a), which we print 
elsewhere, seems to shew that in future the Guildhall sittings are 
to be restricted to actions which the plaintiff desires to have 
tried there. Thus, with regard to any action in the London 
list, the plaintiff or his solicitor may apply to the master of the 
Associates’ Department to have it tried at the Guildhall, and 
from his decision there is to be an appeal to the ‘Lord Chief 
Justice, or, in his absence, to the senior judge of the Queen’s 
Bench Division in London. This will give the plaintiff the 
chance of studying his own convenience, and, in the absence of 
any application by him, we presume the case will be heard at 
the Royal Courts in the ordinary way, but it is a little curious 
that no option should have been allowed to the defendant. 


Tie wirness actions in the lists of the Chancery Division 
have not been dis of to the extent which was desirable, 
and those disposed of would have been far fewer in number but 
for the efficient assistance of Mr. Justice Maruew. At the 
commencement of the sitti there were in all 476 witness 
actions in the lists of the five judges of the Chancery Division. 


| Of this number only 100 have been di of—viz., 10 by Mr. 
| Justice Currry, 56 by Mr. Justice 


THEW, 4 by Mr. Justice 
Kexewrcn, and 30 by Mr. Justice Rower, leaving 367 still to be 
heard, in addition to 51 set down during the Michaelmas 
Sittings. The lists for the Hilary Sittings will contain 418 
witness actions with the addition of any that may be set down 
during the vacation. 


Tur Hinary Srrrmes, which commence on the llth of 
January, 1892, extend up to the 13th of April, and comprise no 
less than eighty-one ag ag J days. Time should thus be 
afforded for dealing with the bulk of the witness actions, which 
continue to _ so important and formidable nego of arrears. 
But it is scarcely o to a suitor to expect that any greater 
progress will be fa. than has heretofore been the case. The 
sittings papers of the several judges of the Chancery Division 
do not set apart a larger proportion then usual of days for 
this particular class of business, and there is no prospect of the 
pera sortewoes cases being less in number or in importance 
they always have been, Some such assistance as Mr. Justice 
Marurw has recently afforded indicates the remedy which 
should be applied. 


F 





On Fray week Court of Appeal No, 2 had before it a case 
which promised to ocoupy two or three days. § y was 
already devoted to a heard case, so that if the case in the 
paper was entered upon, it would either have had to be part 
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heard at the present sittings and the further hearing adjourned 
until the Easter Sittings, when the court will be formed of 
the same judges, or the case would have had to be wholly re- 
heard at the Hilary Sittings by the court then composed of dif- 
ferent judges. The case was accordingly ordered to stand until 
the next sittings. Is the change which occurs in each sittings in 
the composition of the two divisions of the Court of Appeal 
absolutely necessary ? 





Mr. Justice Norrn on Friday in last week, in a case of 
Bowden v. Hensby, decided a point of some importance with 
regard to a solicitor’s lien. It was held by Mr. Justice Fry in 
Re Boughton (27 Soxicrrors’ Journat, 347, 23 Ch. D. 169) that 
the solicitor for the parties to an administration action will not, 
on a change of solicitors, be allowed to assert his lien for costs 
on papers in his possession in such a way as to embarrass the 
proceedings in the action, but that, on the contrary, he must 
produce the papers when they are required for the carrying on 
of the proceedings. In that case the same solicitor had acted 
for both the plaintiff and the defendant in the action, and ona 
owe of solicitor an order was made that the old solicitor 
should deliver to the new solicitor appointed for both parties 
such of the papers in his possession as might from time to time 
be required for the carrying on of the proceedings in the action, 
the necessity for the production to be determined, if the parties 
differed, by the judgein chambers. The papers when delivered 
were to be retained by the new solicitor without prejudice to 
any lien which the old solicitor might have upon them, and to 
be returned to the old solicitor if the judge in chambers should 
so direct. The same principle was recognized by the Court of 
Appeal in Re Capital Fire Insurance Association (27 Soxicrrors’ 
JovnnaL, 599, 24 Ch. D. 408) in the case of a solicitor who 
had acted for a company before the commencement of its 
winding up. It was held that the lien of the solicitor was, as 
regarded documents which were put into his possession after 
the commencement of the winding up, subject to the right of 
the liquidator to have those documents in his possession for the 
purposes of the liquidation; while, on the other hand, as to 
documents which came to the hands of the solicitor before the 
commencement of the winding up, his lien, which was 
good before the winding up commenced, was not inter- 
fered with by the winding-up order. The ground of the 
decision was, to use the words of Corron, L.J., in refer- 
ence to Re Boughton, that the solicitor “‘could not by virtue 
of his lien refuse to produce the documents, and so prevent 
the suit being prosecuted, there being other persons interested 
besides the particular person who put the papers into his 
hands. When he took the documents he knew that he took 
them for the purposes of the suit, and that other persons were 
interested, and he could not by means of his lien interfere with 
its prosecution.” In Bowden vy. Henshy Noxtu, J., has extended 
this principle to a partition action, on the ground that such an 
action is in its nature similar to an administration action, other 
persons besides the solicitor’s own client being interested in its 

tion—viz., the persons who under the inquiries directed 

- the judgment may be found to be interested in the property. 

Accordingly, Norn, J., held that the solicitor of the plaintiff in 

a ition action could not assert his lien on documents which, 

the commencement of the action, came into his possession 

for the purposes of the action, in such a way as to hinder the 

prosecution of the action. This appears to be a legitimate ex- 

tension of such cases as Le Boughton, and it is one which 
solicitors should bear in mind. 


Ir may interest our readers to hear that there is such a thing 
in existence as a writ of restitution, and that it exists, more- 
over, as one of the active processes of modern law, and not 
merely as a remembrance of dead procedure. Formerly restitu- 
tom was in great force as a process of law. There were all 
manner of restitutions—the restitution of lands which had been 
wrongly seized, or upon which there had been forcible entry ; 
of stolen goods; of money taken in execution under a judg- 
ment afterwards reversed; of any right or title of which a 
person had been wrongly deprived; and even of blood after 








attainder of treason, though this last could only be by Act of 
Parliament. But procedure is always on the change, and it is 
not surprising to find that some of our venerable writs of execu- 
tion become crowded out of existence by newer and more con- 
venient processes. They were, for the most part, rather pon- 
derous and hardly worth preserving. But in the case of the 
writ of restitution this is far from being the case. It is a very 
ractical and useful writ, and the wonder is that it has been so 
ong forgotten, especially as it answers a need which occasion- 
ally arises in a modern action in a way that no other writ does. 
The story of its recent revival for practical use is as follows :— 
In an action of Lacon v. Corbett (1891, L. 2771), proceeding 
in the Queen’s Bench Division, the plaintiff obtained judgment 
for possession of a house and premises, and issued a writ of 
possession. The sheriff went into possession under the writ 
and left a man in charge. This man was enticed into leaving 
the house, whereupon the defendant’s husband took possession 
and barred up the doors and windows, refusing to allow 
any one to enter. These circumstances are extremely common 
in Ireland, and are not unusual even in England, and it may 
perhaps help to emphasize the practical usefulness of the writ of 
restitution as applied to such a state of affairs if we consider 
for a moment what is usually done in such a case. The ordinary 
practice is to apply for attachment against the person who has 
dispossessed the plaintiff. This can only be done by notice 
after personal service, and is not a rapid process. It is one, 
moreover, which a determined contemnor may render expensive 
while he, maybe, has no means. In Mr. T. K. AnnErson’s 
book, The Law of Execution, he cites an authority for issuing 
a second writ of possession in aid of the first, but in the case to 
which we are referring it was doubted whether this could be 
done, while there appeared to be a direct authority, though an 
old one, for issuing a writ of restitution. The plaintiff in Lacon 
v. Corbett had covenanted to deliver up the premises to a third 
person on a particular day, and if he had been limited to the 
procedure of first attaching the person in possession and then 
entering on the premises, he would have had to break his cove- 
nant. His need, therefore, was for an immediate process which 
could be obtained ex parte, and the judge in chambers, on the 
authority of Doe d. Pitcher vy. Roe (9 Dowl. 971), ordered a writ 
of restitution to issue. 





A DIFFICULTY appears to have arisen in giving effect to the 
judge’s order in the above-mentioned case in consequence of the 
absence from the ordinary text-books of any form of restitution 
to meet the case. It may therefore be of service to give the 
form of writ which was devised in order to give effect to the 
judge’s order. The writ issued was as follows :— 

‘* Victoria, by the grace of God, &c., to the Sheriff of , Greeting. 
Whereas, lately before us in our High Court of Justice, Queen’s Bench 
Division, the above-named plaintiff recovered possession of certain lands 
and premises in the judgment herein mentioned and described as (descrip- 
tion of the property). And whereas, on the day of ,18 ,awrit 
of possession was issued pursuant to the said judgment directing you, the 
sheriff of our said county of , to give possession of the said premises 
to the plaintiff, and possession having been given to the plaintiff accord- 
ingly, And it appearing to our said court that a certain person or persons 
other than the said plaintiff has or have wrongfully assumed possession of 
the said premises, And our said court having, on the day of i 
18 , ordered that a Writ of Restitution should issue in respect of the 
premises aforesaid. Therefore we command you that you omit not by 
reason of any liberty of your county, but that you enter upon the said 
premises, messuages, and tenement and cause the said plaintiff to have 
full restitution thereof, and in what manner you shall have executed this 
our writ make appear to us in our High Court of Justice immediately after 
the execution thereof. And have there then this writ. Witness, &c.’’ 


It is only necessary to add that the order for the issue of the 
writ was obtained from the judge in chambers ex parte on an 
affidavit of the facts, and that it was obeyed by the sheriff. 


ALTHOUGH THE PoInT does not appear to have been decided, 
it seems to be reasonably clear that directors can now, under 


| section 8 of the Trustee Act, 1888, plead the Statute of Limita- 


tions in respect of breaches of trust alleged to have been com- 
mitted by aa (34 Soricrrors’ Jounnat, pp. 542, 564), and hence 
the recent decision of the Court of Agee in Ke Bennett, Masonic 
and General Life Assurance Co. (Limited) v. Sharpe, while it calls 
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attention to the liability of directors for payments improperly 
made out of capital, refers chiefly to a state of the law which is 
passing away. The assurance company was formed in 1868, 
and from 1869 until 1878, although no profits were earned, the 
directors paid interest on the paid-up capital. One of the 
articles, indeed, expressly said that this was to be done until the 
directors otherwise determined, and it does not seem to have 
been controlled by a subsequent article, which provided that no 
dividend or bonus should be paid except out of profits. The 
oint, however, is immaterial, since, on the principle of Zrevor v. 
Whitworth (36 W. R. 145, 12 App. Cas. 409), no payment to the 
shareholders out of capital could be authorized by the articles. 
The payment, therefore, was improper, and, in spite of the good 
faith of the directors, and notwithstanding the fact that they 
stopped it as soon as their attention was called to the matter by 
the Board of Trade, they were liable to refund at the suit of the 
company. The merciful judgment of Wickens, V.C., in 
Pickering v. Stephenson (Li. R. 14 Eq. 322), where he contented 
himself with an injunction against future payments, was 
expressly dissented from by the Court of Appeal in Cullerne 
v. London and Suburban, &c., Building Society. (389 W. R. 88). 
The director, Bennerr, the liability of whose estate was in 
question in the present proceedings, became a director in 1869 
and so continued till his death in 1883. In 1886 the company 
was wound up. When the action against Benneri’s repre- 
sentatives was commenced is not exactly stated, but it was 
within six years of his death, and consequently prior also to the 
ist of January, 1890, when section 8 of the Trustee Act, 1888, 
came into operation. As the action therefore was for an 
account, and as the six years since Bennett ceased to be agent 
for the company had not elapsed, time could in no event be a 
bar to it, though of course the account could only be carried 
back so as to make him liable for payments beyond the six years, 
on the ground that he was more than a mere agent, and was in 
a fiduciary relation to the company: Burdick v. Garrick (18 
W. R. 387, L. R. 5 Ch. 233). Upon this ground accordingly 
the account was extended over the whole period of the improper 
paces and since his representatives did not seem to have 
een prejudiced by the liquidator’s delay, so as to render the 
claim a stale demand within the principles laid down in Lindsay 
Petroleum Co, v. Hurd (L. R. 5 P. C., at p. 289), Buennert’s 
estate was held liable for the whole amount of the moneys— 
some £4,000—which had been paid as interest. And upon the 
ground also of his being a trustee interest was given on such 
amount from the commencement. Assuming that the Act of 
1888 is new available for directors, of course six years from the 
time of any particular payment will terminate their liability, 
and a result such as that in the present case will not be possible 
with regard to actions commenced since the Ist of January, 1890. 





In THe cAsE of Goddard v. The Midland Railway Co. Kexewtcn, 
J., held that purchasers of different plots of a building estate, 
subject to similar restrictive covenants, are entitled to the benefit 
of the covenants as against each other, and as to the substantial 
correctness of this there is no doubt. The existence of the 
common building scheme makes it easy to ascribe to each party 
to it equally the benefit of the covenants, and to impose on each 
party, at the suit of any other, the burden of them. In Keates 
v. Lyon (LL. R. 4 Ch. 218) Sztwyn, L.J., expressed the principle 
more fully by saying that the cases to which it applied were 
based ‘‘ upon clear evidence of intention and contract, supported 
by meal covenants, and relating to a particular and defined 
portion of land agreed to be laid out and dealt with according to 
a prescribed plan. So, too, in Nottingham Patent Brick and Tile 
Co. v. Butler (34 W. KR. 405, 16 Q. B. D. 778) Lord Esuer, 
M.R., held that, whore it was the intention that the purchasers 
should be bound by the covenants ‘nfer se, a court of equity 
would, in favour of any one of the purchasers, insist upon the 
performance of the covenants by any other of them. But, as 
evidence of such intention, the existence of a common building 
scheme may almost be said to be conclusive, though still greater 
cortvinty is attained if the conditions of sale under which the 
plots are bought expressly mention the proposed covenants : 
Spieer v. Martin (857 W. R. 689, 14 App. Cas. 12), In Goddard 


Y. Midland Railway Co, the plaintiff was the successor in title of | 


a purchaser who, upon the principle of the above cases, was 
entitled to enforce against the defendants a covenant to conform 
to a certain building line. The defendants had built ond 
this, and were, therefore, clearly guilty of a violation of the 
covenant; but they resisted the plaintiff’s application for an 
injunction on the ground that his predecessor himself also 
similarly offended by erecting a bow window four feet beyond 
the line, and Kexewicn, J., held this to be fatal to his case. 
The remedy of which the plaintiff was seeking to avail himself 
was practically the equitable remedy of specific performance of 
the covenant, and his own violation of it disentitled him to 
relief. In such cases it is important to take care that the 
“ssupeee has neither in this manner put himself out of court nor 

as acquiesced in breaches of the covenant by others, as was the 
case in Eastwood v. Lever (4 De G. J. & 8. 114). 








COMPETITION IN TRADE. 


ConsIDERING how entirely the House of Lords have indorsed the 
judgments delivered by Bowen and Fry, L.JJ., in the case of 
the Mogul Steamship Co. v. Macgregor, Gow, & Co. (37 W. RB. 
756, 23 Q. B. D. 598) it is not very easy to understand why 
their decision should have been so long delayed. At length, 
however, it has been given, and the result is to overrule Lord 
EsxEr’s theory, that the courts can and ought to place limits to 
competition in trade. The defendants, as is well known, were a 
number of shipowners who had formed themselves into a con- 
ference or association for the purpose of keeping in their own 
hands the tea-carrying trade between China and England. Into 
this conference the plaintiffs, a rival ship-owning company, were 
at first admitted, but subsequently they were excluded, and the 
defendants concerted measures to drive them out of the business. 
These measures were threefold: a rebate of five per cent. on 
freights was to be allowed to shippers upon their signing a 
declaration that they had not employed any non-conference 
ship; in the event of a non-conference ship proceeding to 
Hankow to obtain a cargo a sufficient number of conference 
ships were to be forthwith despatched from Shanghai to that 
port to underbid her and to carry tea at any rates necessary for 
that purpose, however unremunerative ; and the agency for the 
conference steamers was to be taken away from agents who con- 
tinued to represent also non-conference ships. In accordance 
with this scheme the defendants acted, with the result that in 
May, 1885, the plaintiffs were compelled to load two of their 
ships then at Hankow at freights of only half the usual amount, 
and subsequently were prevented from engaging in the traffic 
again. To recover damages for the loss thus caused to them 
they commenced the present proceedings, founding their action 
upon an alleged conspiracy on the part of the defendants to 
injure them in their trade. 

It is convenient to dispose, first, of the objection that the 
agreement was illegal as being in restraint of trade. The doc- 
trine of restraint of trade is based, of course, upon the sup- 
posed wrong to the public, and hence Lord Esusr, following 
Crompton, J., in Hilton v. Eckersley (6 E. & B. 47), drew a very 
ready conclusion. “If,” said he, “such an agreement is 
illegal because it is a wrong to the public, it seems to me im 
sible to say that it is not indictable. An illegal act which is a 
wrong against the public welfare seems to have the n 
elements of a crime.” But this overlooks the fact that the 
“illegal” is used in two senses, and, as applied to such yam 
ments, it does not mean that the law expressly forbids them, 
but simply that it refuses to recognize them—in other words, 
they are incapable of being enforced. The distinction which 
was pointed out by the majority in the Court of Appeal has 
now been accepted by the House of Lords, and it is strongly 
emphasized by the fact that, until the present occasion, no al 
ceedings, either criminal or civil, ever appear to have 
taken for merely entering into a contract in restraint of trade. 
At any rate, there is no authority that such ings have 
been allowed. The law regards it as a sufficient protection to 
the public to treat contracts of this nature as void. 

It being impossible, therefore, to und the action on the 





alleged illegality of the agreoment i as being a wrong to the 
public, it became necessary to inquire whether the defendants 
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by their conduct had violated any private right of the plaintiffs. 
In dealing with this question Lord Esner started from the 
dictum of Atprerson, B., in Hilton v. Eckersley (supra) that 
primd facie it is the privilege of a trader in a free country, 
in all matters not contrary to law, to regulate his own mode of 
carrying on his trade according to his own discretion and 
choice,” but he translated it into the following form, which was 
more convenient for his purpose: ‘‘Each has a right to carry 
on his trade in a free course of trade, according to his own free 
will and judgment.” Properly construed this would mean that 
the trader shall not be subject to restraint or interference in the 
management of his trade, that his will shall not be coerced by 
ressure, moral or physical, or his judgment warped byfraud. But 
rd EsHer gave a very different signification to the phrase, 
‘free course of trade,’”’ and under these words he ascribed 
to each trader a right to be protected against unfair com- 
petition, or, as it was otherwise expressed, against acts which 
could not be said to be done in any real course of trade. Each 
trader is entitled to his free course of trade, subject to a similar 
right on the part of all other traders, and, provided the limits 
of fair competition are not passed, it is immaterial that some of 
the rival traders may be squeezed out. But once let a trader, 
so Lord Esuer said, do an act beyond the limits of fair trade 
competition, and which is not an act of any real course of trade 
at all, he is then infringing upon his rival’s right to a free 
course of trade, and is liable to an action. The obvious answer 
to this is that it is impossible for the courts to settle what are 
the limits which divide fair from unfair trade competition, and 
conduct, such as that in the present instance, which may seem 
unfair, is nevertheless by no means out of the ordinary course 
of business. On this point Lord Hatssury, C., quoted with 
approval the words of Bowen, L.J.: ‘All commercial men 
with capital are acquainted with the ordinary expedient of 
sowing one year a crop of apparently unfruitful prices, in order, 
by driving competition away, to reap a fuller harvest of profit 
in the future; and until the present argument at the bar it may 
be doubted whether shipowners or merchants were ever deemed 
to be bound by law to conform to some imaginary ‘normal’ 
standard of freights or prices, or that law courts had a right to 
say to them, in respect of their competitive tariffs, ‘Thus far 
shalt thou go, and no further.’” The theory, indeed, only 
requires to be stated for it to be apparent how untenable it is. 
A free course of trade is intelligible, if, as explained above, it 
means the right of the trader to be protected from interference 
with the free exercise of his own will and judgment, but when 
it is construed to cover aright to be protected from the en- 
croachments of unfair competition, there is no practicable test 
by which such competition can be ascertained. The House of 
Lords consequently, adopting the judgments of Bowen and Fry, 
L.JJ., have determined that competition as such is perfectly law- 
ful, and it is immaterial how far itis carried. Hence the action 
could not be maintained on the ground that the competition in 
itself was unfair, whether that is to be regarded merely as 
evidence of indirect motive or as a direct infringement of the 
rival’s right to a so-called free course of trade. The language 
of the Master of the Rolls does not leave it quite clear in which 
light he regarded the matter. 

But though it is impossible to gauge the competition by any 
standard of this kind, there remains the more tangible inquiry 
whether the conduct of the defendants amounted to an actual 
interference with the plaintiffs in the carrying on of their busi- 
ness, for undoubtedly each trader is entitled to a free course of 
trade in the more legitimate sense mentioned above. In other 
words, was there any violence, molestation, or obstruction ? 
Upon the evidence it appeared that none of these elements were 
present, as the defendants had practically done no more than 
offer to customers better terms than the plaintiffs, and had exer- 
cised their undoubted right of employing those agents only who 
would attend most zealously to the defendants’ business. 
These were all acts done by the defendants in the exercise of 
their own freedom of trade, and constituted no infringement on 
the similar right of the plaintiffs. 

Apparently, however, the conduct in question, even though 
otherwise legitimate, would become actionable if done maliciously 
—that is, with the direct intention of injuring the plaintiffs in 
their trade, and not as a means to the defendants’ own success ; 














the evidence been suitable, was expressly recognized by Lord 
Hatssury, Lord Fretp, and Lord Hannen, though in the Court 
of Appeal Fry, L.J., abstained from deciding the point. But 
as a matter of fact the evidence shewed clearly enough that the 
ultimate object of the defendants was to benefit themselves by 
getting all the trade into their own hands, and this negatived 
the presumption of malice which might otherwise have arisen. 
In the view of Lord Esuerr, indeed, unfair competition is 
evidence of malice, as being an invasion of the rivals’ right 
to a free course of trade, with notice of that right, but in this 
case the element of malice seems to be unnecessary. When, 
however, it is a question of actual malicious interference, the 
mere fact of the war of competition being waged to the bitter 
end is of no avail if this is done in the interest of the com- 
petitor’s own trade. Such interest, according to the argument 
adopted by Bowen, L.J., excuses the injury done to the rival’s 
trade, or, as it was otherwise put, negatives the presumption of 
malice. 

So far the element of combination has been left out of 
account. ‘To inquire whether the agreement was for the attain- 
ment of an unlawful object, or for the attainment of a lawful object 
by unlawful means, is, as Bowen, L.J., pointed out, to go through 
the whole examination of the plaintiffs’ rights over again. The 
object, as we have seen, was lawful, and the means were lawful. 
The case, therefore, cannot be brought within the ordinary 
definition of an unlawful conspiracy. It would be better 
perhaps to lay this definition aside and consider whether conduct 
which is not actionable on the part of one can ever become 
actionable as being indulged in in pursuance of an agreement 
on the part of many. Lord Bramwett and Bowey, L.J., appear 
to be of opinion that it may, either upon the ground that matters 
which are too trivial to be noticed where there is only one 
offender become important where there are several acting in 
concert, or because a single individual is not fairly matched 
against a combination. ‘The fact that a combination may be 
evidence of malice is of course a different matter. But into this 
question it is not necessary to enter, it being agreed that in the 
present instance, in the absence of any violation of a private 
right, the circumstance that the conduct complained of was the 
result of a combination made no difference. 

Throughout we have referred ta the judgments of Bowen 
and Fry, L.JJ., as authoritative, for, as we intimated at the 
outset, the judgments in the House of Lords do not introduce any 
fresh considerations. The general result may be expressed very 
briefly, and it only states what has been hitherto understood to be 
the law. Tocompetition, as such, the law sets no limits: provided 
a trader by no act of molestation, physical or moral, interferes 
with the freedom of his rival, and provided he is actuated by a 
desire to benefit himself, and not solely to injure the rival, it is 
immaterial what amount of injury is inflicted upon that rival. 
And as such conduct, when indulged in on the part of one, con- 
stitutes no violation of any private right, so it is equally justi- 
fiable in point of law when it is the result of an agreement 
among several. 


REVIEWS. 
BOOKS RECEIVED. 

The Conveyancing Acts, 1881, 1882; The Vendor and Purchaser 
Act, 1874; The Land Charges Registration and Searches Act, 1888 ; 
The Trustee Act, 1888; The Trust Investment Act, 1889; The 
Married Women’s Property Act, 1882; and The Settled Land Acts, 
1882 to 1890. With Notes and Rules of Court. By Epwarp 
PARKER WOLSTENHOLME, M.A., Barrister-at-Law, and WILFRED 
Brinton, M.A., Barrister-at-Law. Sixth Bdition. William Clowes 
& Sons (Limited). 

Gibson and McLean’s Students’ Conveyancing, for the use of Can- 
didates at the Final and Honours Examinations of the Law Society. 
Third Edition By the Authors and ARTHUR WELDON, Solicitor. The 
‘*Law Notes’’ Publishing Offices. 

A Treatise on the Law of Contracts. By C. G. AppIson, Barrister- 
at-Law. Ninth Edition. Edited by Horacz Sarrn, Metropolitan 
Magistrate. Assisted by A. P. PErcevAL Kzrp, M.A., Barrister-at- 
at-Law. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


Appeals from the Convictions and Orders of Justices. By JoHN 
Grass TRoTTER, Assistant Clerk to the Lord Mayor and Justices of 
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CORRESPONDENCE. 
THE EXHIBITION OF THE COURT PAPERS. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.], 


Sir,—The legal profession and the public are suffering from an 
inconvenience which, I feel sure, only needs to be mentioned in order 
to be speedily removed. Day after day the court papers are placed in 
their frame, opposite St. Clement’s Church, in such a manner that 
some small portion of the printing of one or more of them is hidden. 
I have been watching for one or two cases within the last few days, 
and I heard loud complaints yesterday evening from a young man 
(evidently a barrister’s or solicitor’s clerk) who suspected that his case 
was hidden under the frame. 

I hope you will be able to find a place for this in your valuable 
columns; if you can do so, no doubt we shall see a reform when the 
courts open for the next sittings. A. R. 

Dec. 17. 





BOYCOTTING IN DAILY LIFE. 
[ To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ]} 


Sir,—In a recent issue you referred to a case where a London 
solicitor was boycotted for prosecuting Socialists, and prevented from 
hiring cabs to take him to and from the Law Courts. As bearing on 
that subject, the following spirited protest against such practices, 
which appeared in the Cotton Factory Times, will be read with in- 
terest :—‘‘ As in most other things, there is what may be termed a 
boycotting which has some sense behind it, whilst there are other 
forms of it which have not, that form of it which takes the shape of 
objecting to work with a man who refuses to conform to the customs 
and rules established by a majority of the persons following the 
particular occupation has the sanction of all classes in England from 
our highest professions downwards. But when it comes in the 
guise of an order not to buy boots of this man’s make, and coats 
which have been stitched by some obnoxious individual, it is playing 
the thing rather Jow down. In plain language, this means that the 
men who follow that particular occupation are too idle or too thought- 
less to join an organization to protect themselves, and they accordingly 
ask other workmen and the general public to make up their defici- 
encies. Let us see how this would work in the great industries of 
the kingdom. Supposing the miners had a dispute at a colliery, 
and sent word round that the particular coals supplied by that firm 
had not to be used, how are spinners and weavers to know which are 
the coals? They get them by the load from some dealer, who may 
say he gets them anywhere. The same with ironmongery. But the 
Socialists are going a step further still, When working men have 
cases in courts of justice, they are for boycotting lawyers who happen 
to be engaged on the opposite side. We are no lovers of lawyers, 
but they are models of consistency compared to those Socialist leaders 
who make a living by gambling on the Stock Exchange. Like other 
people, lawyers work for those who pay them, and they would just 
as soon take the money of working men as anyone else’s. The truth 
is, that this latest development of the boycotting business is neither 
more nor less than an attempt to get the many to do the work of the 
few. Let those who want good wages organize to get them, and 
they are sure to suceed. If they don’t consider that good wages 
and improved conditions of work are worth the trouble, it is simply 
an insult to expect that others will do the work and find the money 
which boycotting involves to place them in the position which they 
refuse to work for themselves.” As the Cotton Factory Times has a 
wide circulation amongst the working classes, perhaps this vigorous 
leader from their chief organ will occasion some remedy to be 
applied for the evils complained of. T. F. UTTLEY. 

17, Brazennose-street, Manchester. 





NEW ORDERS, &c. 
RULES OF THE SUPREME COURT. 
OrpDER XXXVI., RvuLE 29a. 

The plaintiff or his solicitor in any action in the London list may 
apply to the master of the Associates’ Department to have the action 
tried at the Guildhall ; and the master may order it to be there tried, 
subject to any order made by the Lord Chief Justice of England, or 
in his absence by the senior judge of the Queen’s Bench Division in 
London, on the application being adjourned before him, whose 
decision shall respectively be final. 

Hatssury, C. 


(Signed) 
CoLERIDGE, L.C.J. 
Esnrer, M.R. 
Natu. Linney, LJ. 
Epwarp E. Kay, LJ. 


CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 


METROPOLITAN RAILWAY CO. v. FOWLER AND OTHERS—No. 1, 12th 
and 13th November, and 18th December. 


Revenve—Ramway Company—Tunnet—Liasiiry to Lanp Tax—38 Geo. 
3, c. 4, 8. 5. 

This was an appeal from the judgment of the Queen’s Bench Division 
(see 39 W. R. 683) in favour of the defendants upon a special case stated 
for the opinion of the court. The question raised was, whether a part of 
the Metropolitan Railway which runs in a tunnel under a street is liable to 
be assessed towards the land tax. By section 4 of the Land Tax (38 Geo. 
3, c. 5), “fall and every manors, messuages, lands, and tenements, and 
also all quarries, mines, and all hereditaments, of what nature 
or kind soever they be, and all and every person and persons, 
bodies politic and corporate, . . having or holding any such manors, 
messuages, lands, tenements, or hereditaments, or other the premises in 
respect thereof,’’ shall be charged for land tax. By the Metropolitan and 
District Railway (City Lines and Extensions) Act, 1879 (42 & 43 Vict. c. 
ceci.), s. 5, the plaintiffs, in conjunction with the District Railway Co., 
were authorized to make and maintain certain railways, and for that pur- 
pose to enter upon, take, and use certain lands. By section 16 the two 
companies were not required wholly to take those lands, cr any part of the 
surface thereof, which were under the roadway or footway of any street, 
but the companies might appropriate and use the sub-soil and under-surface 
of any such roadway or footway. By the Metropolitan Railway Act, 1881 
(44 Vict. c. xxv.), s. 5, the plaintiff company were empowered alone to 
make so much of the railway as lay between Trinity-square and High- 
street, Aldgate. The plaintiffs proceeded to make the railway, and in the 
proper exercise of their powers, and during construction, disturbed the 
surface, and entered, appropriated, and used the surface, sub-soil, and 
under-surface of a street, called the Crescent, Minories, in the City of 
London, but they did not purchase, nor, except for the purpose of, and 
whilst making, the arched tunnel, take or use any of the surface of the 
street. The railway was constructed by excavating the soil, and by build- 
ing an arched tunnel over the excavation, the tunnel being afterwards 
covered with soil. The plaintiffs paid no rent or purchase-money for the 
use of the sub-soil. ‘The plaintiffs were sole owners of the railway until the 
District Railway Co., after the issue of the writ in this action, by exer- 
cising their statutory powers, became  joint-owners with them. - The 
plaintiffs were assessed to the land tax for the year ending March, 1883, in 
respect of the tunnel in question. The plaintiffs having refused to pay, 
the commissioners distrained, and the plaintiffs brought this action to 
recover damages for trespass. The question for the opinion of the court 
was, whether the plaintiffs were liable to be assessed towards the land tax 
in respect of that portion of their railway in the tunnel under the street’ 
In the Divisional Court Cave, J., held that the plaintiffs were liable, 
Vaughan Williams, J., that they were not. The latter judge withdrew 
his judgment, and judgment was entered for the defendants. The plain- 
tiffs appealed. 

Tue Cover (Lord Esuer, M.R., and Kay, L.J., Loves, L.J., dissenting) 
dismissed the appeal. 

Lord Esuer, M.R.: The question in this case is whether the plain- 
tiff company are liable to pay land tax in respect of this tunnel. The first 
point is as to what is the Toned interest of the plaintiffs in the tunnel, or 
in the space occupied by it? Is it a mere easement, or is it a heredita- 
ment? The distinction between an easement and a hereditament was well 
expressed by Lopes, L.J., in the case of Reilly v. Booth (38 W. R. 484, 44 
Ch. D. 12). If the interest which the owner has is an interest in land 
which is his own, it is a hereditament; an easement is a right which a 
person has over land not his own. Can it be said that this tunnel is a 
right of way’ It belongs to the plaintiffs, and was made on land of 
which they are the owners. I have no doubt that the plaintiffs have an 
interest in the land, and thatit is not an easement, but a hereditament 
in the ordinary legal use of the term. The next point is as to the con- 
struction of 38 Geo. 3, c. 5, 8. 4. Is this hereditament a matter in respect 
of which the plaintiffs have to pay land tax? It is obvious that, in the 
case of such an interest as a tunnel, one person might own the tunnel and 
another ‘the surface of the land, so that the tunnel must be considered as 
a hereditament separate from the right to the surface. It was argued that, 
the tunnel and surface being separated in this way, the tax on the surface 
land might have been redeemed, which would free the land from land tax 
to the centre of the earth; and that, therefore, the land containing the 
tunnel would have been redeemed, and that it would be unjust to tax it 
over again. In my opinion the answer to this argument is, that if the 
land is in its ordinary normal condition, without any separate and distinct 
interest in the sub-soil, the redemption of the tax on the surface covers 
everything to the centre of the earth. But in the case of a separate interest 
in the land under the surface, then the redemption of the tax would not 
axtend to that. Take the case of a mitie. The redemption of the tax on 
the surface land would not exempt the mine from taxation, not even, in 
my opinion, if the mine were undiscovered at the time of the redemption. 
Section 4 of the Act expressly provides for the se te taxation of mines, 
and then goes on to render liable to the tax all other hereditaments of -the 
same kind as those previously specifically mentioned. These general 
words must be construed to refer to hereditaments of the same kind as 
those which are mentioned in the previous part of the section. The 
| section has already provided for the taxing of hereditaments separated 

from and below the surface, such as mines; therefore the general. words 
| will apply to any hereditament in the same condition as a mine, and will 
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include this tunnel. This case comes within the words of the Act, and 
the railway company are liable to pay the tax in respect of their interest 
in this tunnel. 

Lorzs, L.J.: I agree that the plaintiffs’ interest in this tunnel is a 
hereditament, but I do not agree that it is assessable to the land tax. One 
of the objects of section 4 seems to be that valuable properties like mines 
should not escape taxation merely because the surface of the land has 
already been assessed. I do not think that this tunnel is a taxable 
hereditament, having regard to the fact that the surface is already 
assessed to the land tax ; for unless the tunnel can be brought within any 
of the properties specifically mentioned in section 4, then the assessment 
of the land must be presumed to extend to the centre of the earth. But 
this hereditament is a tunnel, and cannot be brought within any of those 
properties. Supposing the tax on the surface had been redeemed before 
the tunnel was made, the redemption would have extended to the centre 
of the earth, and would have exonerated that land, including the land now 
containing the tunnel, from all further liability to land tax. Therefore, 
if the tunnel is assessable to the tax, a double tax will be imposed in a 
case, not falling within any of the descriptions of property, in respect of 
which a se te tax is authorized by the Act. 

Kay, L.J.: Section 4 of the Land Tax Act renders liable to assessment 
the surface of the land, and also mines and other kinds of property which 
are specifically mentioned. These specified kinds of property are followed 
in the section by large general words, which must be taken to include all 
kinds of hereditaments which have been omitted. The plaintiffs resist 
payment on the ground that the tunnel is not a hereditament, but is an 
easement. It is impossible to say that a railway company authorized to 
appropriate the sub-soil, and to build a tunnel in it have only an easement. 
I think they have a freehold estate in the sub-soil. It was argued that 
the tunnel ought not to be taxed because, the surface having been taxed, 
that would be imposing a double tax ; and it was also asked whether the 
tunnel could be taxed after the tax on the surface had been redeemed. 

arguments are ingenious, but are answered by the manner in which 
mines have been treated in section 4. If the mines and the surface are 
separately liable to assessment, the redemption of the tax on the surface 
land would not affect the mines. I am of opinion that the plaintiffs are 
liable to be assessed to the land tax in respect of this tunnel. Appeal 
dismissed.—Cotnset, Sir R. E. Webster, A.G., Balfour-Browne, Q.C., and 
Lawson Walton, Q.C.; French, Q.C., Serutton, and Hewitt. Soxtcrrors, 
Fowler, Perks, & Hopkinson; H. R. T. Alexander. 

Reported by F. O. Rosrssox, Barrister-at-Law. 


REG. r. JUDGE OF CITY OF LONDON COURT—No. 1, 7th, 8th, 10th, 
and llth December. 


Peactice—Crry or Loxpox Covrt—Apmrratty—JvRisDICTION—ACTION 
AGAINsT A Prior. 

This was an appeal from the judgment of Wills and Lawrance, JJ., in 
the Queen’s Bench Division, discharging a rule nisi for a mandamus. The 
question raised was whether the City of London Court had jurisdiction on 
its admiralty side to entertain an action in personam against a pilot for 

i The steamship Ardiethen, being under compulsory pilotage, 
was proceeding down the Thames when, in consequence, as was alleged, 
of the negligence of the pilot, she ran into and sank certain barges. The 
barge owners brought an action in personam against the pilot on the 
admiralty side of the City of London Court, but the judge held that he 
had no jurisdiction to entertain it. The barge owners obtained a rule nisi 
for a mandamus calling upon him to hear the case, but it was discharged 
by the Divisional Court. They appealed. 

Tue Cover (Lord Esuex, M.R., and Lorrs and Kay, L.JJ.) dismissed 


Esurz, M.R.: In this case the question which we have to deter- 
mine is, whether there is a jurisdiction on the admiralty side of the City 
of London Court to try this cause. The case could, no doubt, ‘be tried on 
the common law side, but damages up to £50 only could be recovered, 
whereas on the admiralty side damages up to £300 could be recovered. 
The question we have to decide is limited. We have not to consider 
whether the court has jurisdiction to entertain an action against any 
person, except a pilot. It has been argued that the Admiralty has juris- 
diction over all torts committed on the high seas, and that this juris- 
diction has been transferred, up to £300, to county courts; and, further, 
that even if the Admiralty Court has not this jurisdiction, nevertheless it 
has been given to county courts by the County Courts Acts. I am of 
opinion that county courts have the same jurisdiction, up to a limited 
amount, as the Admiralty Court has, with one exception, which I will 
deal with presently. This was decided in the case of Everard v. Kendall (18 
W. BR. 892, L. R. 5 C. P. 428), which has not been overruled, and the 
ee A which is entirely satisfactory. That case was followed and 
approved of in The Dowse (18 W. K. 1008, L. R. 3 Adm. & Ecc. 135). The 
mext case we come to is The Alina (29 W. RB. 94,5 Ex. D. 227), which 
was @ decision of Sir George Jewel and James and Cotton, L.JJ. It is, 
therefore. 2 decision deserving of every respect, but in my opinion the 
court there laid down rules of construction which are to me absolutel 
novel. Until that cace has heen overruled it 1s binding on us, but I shall 
mA carry the primiple one inch further than that case decide That case 
wae 2 dispute as to 2 charter-party, and the court held that with regard 
to charter-partice the words of the Act are w clear that county courte 
have jurisdiction over them although the Admiralty Court has not. The | 
vewult is, therclorce, that the Legislature has given to county courte juris- 
diction 6 deal with the most difficult kind A contracte—namely, charter- | 
partics—up to £40), whereas ii cases cA ordinary ceomtracts the limit ia £50. | 





I amsA pation that in the present case the county court has no wider juris- 
diction to entertain the action thau the Admiralty Court ha 


Therefore we | 





must consider what is the jurisdiction of the Admiralty Court in such a case 
as this. It has been argued that from the earliest times the Admiralty Court 
claimed a jurisdiction over all torts committed on the high seas, and that, 
though this jurisdiction may have fallen into desuetude, it has not been 
lost by disuse; but in fact in the old days the Admiralty practitioners 
claimed to exercise a jurisdiction, not only over torts, but also over con- 
tracts. This claim by the Admiralty Court was always stoutly resisted 
by the common law courts, and finally the Admiralty Court had to give 
way. The Admiralty Court ceased to attempt to exercise this wide 
jurisdiction, because it was prohibited from doing so by the common law 
courts. ‘The jurisdiction could not be said to have fallen into disuse, 
because, as a matter of fact, it had never really existed. In the American 
case of De Lovio v. Birt (2 Gall. 398) Story, J., asserted for the American 
Admiralty Court all the jurisdiction that the Admiralty Court had ever 
claumed, and held that the Admiralty Court had jurisdiction over a policy 
of insurance on a ship. That decision is not binding on us, and I do not 
think it has been fully adopted even in America. The jurisdiction of the 
Admiralty Court in England depends, not only on the happening of the 
event on the high seas, but also on the subject-matter of the action, such 
as a collision between two ships, and on the persons concerned, such as 
the owner of a ship. In order to give this jurisdiction, these three con- 
ditions must be present, and if there is jurisdiction, then the action may 
be either in rem or in personam. Whether the court has jurisdiction over 
the master or crew of a ship that has come into collision I do not decide, 
but there is no reported case, one way or the other. This, however, is an 
action against a pilot, and it was decided in the case of Zhe Urania (10 
W. R. 97) that such an action will not lie. That case was a direct ruling 
on the point by Dr. Lushington, who knew the practice of the Admiralty 
Court better than any man now alive. The Urania was followed in the 
case of The Alexandria (L. R. 3 Adm. & Ecc. 574, 21 W. R. Dig. 230), 
and by other cases, and there is not one case in all the books 
which shews that the Admiralty Court ever entertained such an action 
as this against a pilot, although there are plenty of cases in the 
books in which collisions have occurred through the negligence of pilots. 
I think this is strong evidence to shew that the Court of Admiralty gave 
up their criginal claim to exercise jurisdiction over all torts committed on 
the high seas, including torts committed by pilots. Iam not prepared to 
overrule these decisions, and so to open again the floodgates of Admiralty 
jurisdiction upon the country. The City of London Court, therefore, has 
no jurisdiction to entertain this action on its admiralty side, and the 
Divisional Court was right in discharging this rule. 

Lorgs and Kay, L.JJ., concurred. Appeal dismissed.—CovnseL, Cohen, 
Q.C., and Pike ; Barnes, Q.C., and Butler Aspinall. Soxtcrrors, J. A. § 
H. E. Farnfield ; Lowless § Co. 


(Reported by F. O. Rosiyson, Barrister-at-Law. 


REG. ». YOUNG AND OTHERS, JUSTICES OF THE COUNTY OF LONDON 
—No. 1, 17th December. 


Practice—Arrgeat—*‘ Crimumnai Cause or Marrer’’—SuMMONS UNDER 
Weicuts anp Measures Act, 1878—Manpamus to Justices to Hzar 
AND DetermMineE—JURIspDICTION or Court or APPEAL—JUDICATURE ACT, 
1873 (36 & 37 Vicr. c. 66), s. 47. 

Appeal from the Queen’s Bench Division (Day and Grantham, JJ.) 
Upon the application of the London County Council the justices for the 
Tower Division of the county of London issued a summons under section 
25 of the Weights and Measures Act, 1878, calling upon a certain 
tradesman to answer a charge of having in his possession for use certain 
measures which were false or unjust. Upon the summons coming on for 
hearing the justices refused to hear and determine it, upon the ground 
that they had no jurisdiction in the matter, the metropolitan police magis- 
trates alone having jurisdiction. The Divisional Court having granted a 
rule nisi for a mandamus to the justices to hear and determine the matter of 
the summons, the court subsequently discharged the rule, expressing no 
opinion, however, as to whether the justices had jurisdiction. The applica- 
nts appealed. A preliminary objection was taken that the judgment of 
the High Court was a judgment in a ‘‘ criminal cause or matter” within 
section 47 of the Judicature Act, 1873, and that no appeal lay. It was 
contended on behalf of the appellants that, though a proceeding under 
section 25 of the Weights and Measures Act, 1878, was a criminal pro- 
ceeding, this application for a mandamus was not made with a view to vary 
the result of those proceedings, but was merely made for the purpose of 
compelling the justices to do their duty, and that the application was not, 
therefore, made in the criminal proceedings. 

Tue Court (Lord Esnen, M.R., and Lores and Kay, L.JJ.) dismissed 
the — upon the ground that they had no jurisdiction to hear it. 

Lord Esuex, M.R., said that in Lx parte Woodhall (36 W. lt. 655, 20 Q. 
B. D. 832) he had stated that the clause in section 47 applied to a decision 
by way of judicial determination of any question raised in or with regard to 
proceedings, the subject-matter of which was crjminal, at whatever stage 
of the proceedings the question arose. In the present case the question 
was raised with regard to criminal proceedings. ‘lhe refusal of the man- 
damus was a judicial determination of that question.. In Hx parte Schoficld 
(39 W. BR. 580; 1891, 2 Q. B. 428) the decision in Lr parte Woodhall was 


| followed. The present case came exactly within that decision. ‘This 


court had therefore no jurisdiction to hear the appeal. 

Loves, L.J., concurred. The case came within the words used by the 
Master of the Rolls in Lz parte Woodhall, and that case was followed in 
Ez parte Schoficld and Leg. v. Tyler (1801, 2 Q. B. 588). 

Kay, L.J., concurred,—Counset, Finlay, Q.C. and Horace Avory; I. 
Sutton. Soracirous, W. A, Blacland; Solicitor to the Treanury. 

Keported by W. ¥, Banuy, Barrister-at-Law. 
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High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re EARL OF DEVON’S SETTLED ESTATES, WHITE v. EARL OF DEVON 
—Chitty, J., 17th December. 


RENT-CHARGE—PROVISO FOR CESSER ON CONDITION OF TRANSFERRING A SPECI- 
FIED AMOUNT OF £3 PER Cent. Stock—Conversion or £3 PER CENTS.— 
ACTUAL FULFILMENT oF CONDITION IMPOSSIBLE—AGREEMENT TO TRANSFER— 
Natronat Dest Conversion Act, 1888 (51 & 52 Vict. c. 2); s. 21, suB- 
SECTION 1. 


In 1877 the Earl of Devon made a voluntary grant of a rent-charge of 
£50 to the Ecclesiastical Commissioners. The deed of grant contained a 
proviso that if the earl should at any time thereafter, with the privity of 
the said commissioners, purchase in their names the sum of £1,666 13s. 4d. 
Bank Reduced or New £3 per Cent. Annuities, the said rent-charge of 
£50 should thereupon immediately cease and determine. The earl was 
now desirous of redeeming the said rent-charge, but, in reliance upon the 
National Debt Conversion Act, 1888, section 21, sub-section 1, which pro- 
vides in effect that ‘‘an agreement to transfer any amount of Consoli- 
dated New or Reduced Threes may be satisfied by transferring an equal 
amount of new stock,’’ contended that he was entitled to redeem on the 
purchase of £1,666 13s. 4d. New Consols. 

Currry, J., held that the above section did not apply. Under the pro- 
viso the commissioners could never have compelled the earl to purchase 
the Three per Cents., because the earl had not ‘‘ agreed to transfer.’’ 
The effect of the proviso was simply that if the earl should make the pur- 
chase the rent-charge would cease, but it did not constitute ‘‘ an agree- 
ment to transfer,’’ which was necessary to bring the section into operation. 
—CovunsEL, Byrne, Q.C., and Herbert Lake ; Farwell, Q.C., and Blakesley. 
Sourcrrors, Lake, Beaumont, § Lake ; White, Borrett, § Co. 


Reported by G. Rowiayp Atstoy, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. 


Re AUSTRALASIAN ALKALINE REDUCTION AND SMELTING SYNDI- 
CATE (LIM.)—Chitty, J. (for Stirling, J.), 19th December. 


Practice—Company—WINDING-UP Petit1on—List or PARTIES ATTENDING— 
v 
No Partigs aTreENDINc—Companies (WinpING-uP) Rvuies (Fesrvary), 
1891, x. 4, Form 3. 


This was a petition for a compulsory order for winding up. No persons 
having given notice under rule 3 of their intention to appear on the 
hearing, the petitioner had not considered it necessary to prepare any list 
for the registrar as required by rule 4. 

Currry, J., said that in such cases it would be much more convenient 
for the future that Form 3 should be filled up as usual and handed in to 
the registrar, stating that no persons intended to appear on the hearing. 
A letter to the registrar would serve the same purpose.—CovunsEL, Swinfen 
Eady ; Sherrington. Soxtcrrors, Francis § Johnson ; C. W. Ravclinson. 

Reported by G. RowLanp A.ston, Barrister-at-Law. } 


Re TREDWELL, JAFFRAY v. TREDWELL—North; J., 10th December. 
ADMINISTRATION—DEFERRED LEGACIES—APPROPRIATION. 


This was a summons by the executor of the will of J. Tredwell, deceased, 
to obtain directions to the executors and trustees to set apart funds to 
provide for two annuities of £2,000 and £1,200 now payable to testator’s 
wife, and to provide for certain legacies of the value of £157,700, which 
were not payable till after the death of the said annuitant; the income 
of the funds so set apart, not required to satisfy the annuity, to be paid 
to the residuary legatees. 

Nortn, J., said that, following the constant rule of the court, the whole 
estate need not be kept in hand, but that the legacies which were payable 
on the death of the annuitant must be roperly secured. Formerly there 
was no standard rate of interest. His lordship then directed that 24 per cent. 
Consols of a present value equal to the deferred legacies should be set aside, 
but that if 2} per cent. Consols were purchased which were liable to be 
reduced to 2) per cent. Consols before the deferred legacies became pay- 
able, an additional one-tenth in value must be purchased. The income of 
the deferred legacies must be paid to the annuitants, any surplus not 
required to satisfy the annuities to be paid to the residuary legatees.— 
CounsgL, W. C. Drwe ; Theobald; Everitt, Q.C., and Methold. Souxtcrrors, 
Spencer Whitehead, for Milward § Co., Birmingham; Whittington, Son, § 
Barker ; Emmet, Son, Stubbs, & Methuish. , 


| Reported by C. F. Duncay, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re WESTMORELAND GREEN AND BLUE SLATE CO. (LIM.)— 
Kekewich, J., 18th December. 


Company—Pracrice—Srectra Examingrn—Mopg or SumMontnc Wrrngss 
ow r ’ . x ‘ 
UNDER Wixpinc ur—Compantes Acr, 1862, s. 115—GeneraL Orpsr, 
Novempgr, 1862, Scuspunn I11., Form No. 54. 
A contributory of a company in liquidation had obtained an order for 


leave to summon a director of the company before an examiner. In pur- 
suance of the order the applicant applied to the chief clerk for a summons | 
for the appearance of the witness before the examiner. The chief clerk 
suggested that a svbpana was the proper form to adopt. A sndpane was | 
issued and served, and the witness wrote back that as Me was required in | 
court at the time appointed he would not attend, but without offering to 
attend at any other time. At an adjourned appointment the witness | 
attended, but refured to be sworn unloss a fee larger than the amount ten. | 
dered by the applicant was paid him, which was not done. The applicant 
then moved for an order to compel him to attend and be sworn, 
Kexrwicn, J., said the wuelien was not whether the proper fee was | 





tendered or not, but whether the witness was peopesty Lovneit before the 
examiner, and, further, whether he had, by his letter, waived the technical 
informality. His lordship thought he had not, and that he was entitled 
to object to the subpana. The practice was settled twenty-five years 

by Wood, V.C., in Re The English Joint-Stock Bank (15 W. R. 102, L. R. 3 Eq. 
203), where it was held that the proper course for an official liquidator to 
adopt to bring the witness (under section 115 of the Companies Act, 1862) 
before the examiner was by a summons and not a subpena, and this - 
tice was shewn in all the usual company precedent books, and could not 
at this time be canvassed. His lordship thought the practice a proper one, 
as it gave the witness power to come to chambers and object oe 
examined, so that the court might be satisfied that the person s 

was capable of giving the information required.—CovunsgL, Butcher ; Swin- 
fen Eady. Soxtcrrors, Blair § W.B. Girling ; Harper § Battcock. 

[Reported by F. T. Duxa, Barrister-at-Law. } 


FAIRBROTHER v. ENGLAND—Kekewich, J., 18th December. 


CovENANT IN RESTRAINT OF TRADE—NOT TO CARRY ON OR BE INTERESTED IN 
SIMILAR BusINEss WITHIN Two Migs or PLarntirr’s Busryess—DerenDAaNt 
CARRIES ON Business ovtstpg Two Migs, anp acts as AGENT ror Fimx 
WITHIN ProuisiTep Distance. 


The defendant and plaintiff were in partnership as auctioneers and 
house agents in Middle-street, Brighton. By a deed of dissolution, dated 
the 9th of June, 1891, the partnership was dissolved and the business 
assigned to the plaintiff. The deed also contained a covenant on the } an 
of the defendant that ‘‘ he would not at any time within the period of 
years from the date thereof, either directly or indirectly, on his own 
account or as the agent or assistant of, or in partnership with, any other 
person or persons, set up, carry on, or be interested or concerned in the 
business of an auctioneer, valuer, or house and estate agent within two 
miles of Nos. 80 and 81, Middle-street, Brighton, and in case of any 
breach of this provision the defendant should forfeit and pay to the 
plaintiff £500 as liquidated damages for such breach.” The defendant 
set up business in London, and acted as agent there for a firm of house 
agents and valuers who carried on business at Brighton, within the two- 
mile radius, in the selling and letting of Brighton properties, sharing the 
commission with them in any successful transaction. is was a motion 
by the plaintiff to restrain him from so acting. 

Kexewicu, J., said that though the covenant was a wide one it did not 
embrace this case. The Brighton firm delegated their power of sale and 
letting to the defendant in London, where he carried on business. The 
first part of the covenant did not touch the case. The defendant was 
clearly not carrying on business within two miles of Middle-street, 
Brighton. It was said that he was ‘‘interested or concerned in” such a 
business, which was true in a sense. It was not suggested that if there 
were an arrangement by which he should be employed in the selling and 
letting of all houses he would not be bound. Here there was nothing of the 
kind ; though he was interested or concerned in particular matters he was 
not interested or concerned in the business carried on by the Brighton firm 
generally. He thought that importance in this case should be attached to 
the definite article. Motion dismissed, with costs.—Covnset, Micklem > 
Warmington, Q.C., and W. G. Lemon. Sortcrrors, W. B. Fairbrother ; 
Ingoldby § Adkin. 

[Reported by F. T. Duxa, Barrister-at-Law. ) 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
LEE v. DANGAR & CO, AND OTHERS—lith December. 


Exscvtion—Fi. Fa.—Two Writs at sams TIMe IN DIrreRENT Baruiwicks— 
Suerrrr—Povnvace—IuiecaL Demanp—Psxatty—Txespass—Suerirrs 
Act, 1887 (50 & 51 Vicr. c. 55), s. 29, sun-secrron (2). 

This case was tried before Denman, J., and a special jury, and raised 
several questions as to the liability of a judgment creditor and his solici- 
tors and the sheriff's officers for alleged illegalities in the execution of a 
writ of #. fa. The facts were shortly as follows: In February, 1890, 
Dangar & Co. (through their solicitors, the defendants Hollams £& Co.) 
brought an action against Lee for the recovery of a sum of money alleged 
to be due from Lee to I & Co., and judgment in that action was 
signed on the 15th of April, 1890. On the 2ist of April Lee’s solicitors 
wrote to Hollams & Co. deprecating the issue of execution, but before that 
letter was received two writs of fA. fe. had been issued, directed re- 
spectively to the sheriff of the City and to the sheriff of the County of 
London, and indorsed “to levy £2,328 18s. 9d. and £1 5s. for costs of 
execution and interest from the 15th of April, besides sheriff's poundage, 
officers’ fees, costs of levying, and all other legal incidental expenses.” 
When the writs were lodged instructions were given to the sheriffs’ officers 
to be careful to prevent a double execution for the same amount. The City 
sheriff’s officers Informed Hollams & Co. on the same day that the stock in 





Lee’s Cannon-street premises was valued .at £7,000 or £8,000. On the 
30th of April the execution in the City was out, Hollams & Oo, re- 
ceiving (for Dangar & Co.) the amount for which the levy had been made, 
and the City sheriff's officers retaining their a. levy fees, and pos- 
session money. Hollams & Co. forthwith wrote to the defendants N 


| & Co, (the county sheriff's officers) directing them to withdraw “on pay- 


ment of the costs of the execution and the sheriff's and their charges.” 
On the Ist of May Nathan & Co, ordered their man in to quit 
on payment of possession money and a sum of £63 3s., which was made 
up of £1 2s. 6d. for the writ, £1 1s, levy fee, 4s, mileage, and £00 Ms. 6d. 
poundage, After some correspondence this claim for poundage was with- 
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drawn (it appearing that poundage had already been paid to the City 
sheriff), and on the 2nd of May the man in possession was withdrawn on 
payment of the balance claimed, £2 7s. 6d. Lee thereupon brought this 
action against Dangar & Co., Hollams & Co., and Nathan & Co. in respect 
of alleged legal conduct in the suing out of these writs of execution, the 
case set up against the first two defendants resting upon want of reason- 
able and probable cause and malice, and that against Nathan & Co. being 
a claim for a penalty of £200 under the Sheriffs Act, 1887, s. 29 (for 
illegally demanding poundage), and for trespass in remaining in posses- 
sion after the judgment had been satisfied. The Sheriffs Act, 1887, provides 
(section 29 (2)) : ‘‘ If any person, being a sheriff, under-sheriff, bailiff, or 
officer of a sheriff, or being employed in levying or collecting debts due to 
the Crown by process of any court, or being an officer to whom the return 
or execution of writs belongs, does any of the following things, that is to 
po Cy takes or demands any money or reward under any pretext whatever 
o than the fees or sums allowed by, or in pursuance of, this or any 
other Act he shall be liable (ii.) to forfeit two hundred pounds, and to pay 
all s suffered by any person aggrieved, and such forfeiture and 
damages may be recovered by such person as a debt by an action in her 
Majesty’s High Court of Justice.”’ 

Denman, J., in the course of 2 considered judgment, after stating the 
facts, said: The first contention for the plaintiff was that the defendants 
Dangar & Co. and Hollams & Co. were guilty of an illegal act in 
issuing two writs concurrently for the whole amount due under the judg- 
ment in the first action—one in the City and another in the county. And 
it was contended that the mere issue of two writs of fi. fa. concurrently into 
two different counties is illegal. Many cases were cited which, it was 
contended, were in support of this proposition; but none of them, in my 

inion, is inconsistent with the statement of the law as laid down in the 
texts-books to the contrary. I think that the law on this subject is cor- 
rectly laid down in Tidd’s Practice, 9th ed., p. 995 :—‘‘ The party may have 
several writs of the ‘ same’ sort running at the same time in order to take 
the defendant or his goods, &c., in different counties.’ Andin Lush’s 
Practice, chapter 11, I find it put thus :—‘‘ The several writs of fi. fu., ca. sa., 
and elegit may all be sued out at the same time, or several of each may be 
issued at the same time into different counties.’’ Ord. 42, r. 17, is, in my 
opinion, only a statement of the same law, and is, when read according to 
its most obvious meaning, irreconcilable with the contention of the plaintiff 
on this point. ‘‘ Every person to whom any sum of money shall be payable 
under a judgment shall be entitled to sue out one or more writ or writs of 
fi. fa. to enforce payment thereof.’’ But it was contended for the plaintiff 
that, even if there was a right to issue the two writs in question, there was 
no right to put them in force by seizure, and that the defendants Dangar 
& Co. and Hollams & Co. were guilty of an illegal act in ordering 
the two sheriffs to seize, and that it was also illegal in the sheriff to seize 
without further inquiry after notice that there was a writ in the hands of the 
other sheriff. As regards the sheriff now sued, I can find no authority 
which would make him liable for the mere seizure. It is his duty to 
execute the writ, and, provided he act properly in the discharge of his 
duty, the execution debtor would have no reason tocomplain. As regards 

& Co. and Hollams & Co., 
a right to issue the writs, it was an actionable wrong in them to authorize 
@ seizure in both bailiwicks, because they had knowledge that the goods 
first seized—viz., those now in the City—were abundantly sufficient to 
satisfy the judgment and all expenses, and the letter of the City sheriff's 
officers, Odell & Co., to Hollams & Co. of the 21st was relied upon as 
notice to them and their clients, Dangar & Co., that the goods in the City 
were of the valuc of £8,000. But this letter did not yeach Hollams & Co. 
until the seizure in both places had actually taken place, anc in any case I 
do not think that the mere notice that the present plaintiff's manager had 
made such a statement necessarily called upon Hollams & Co. to act upon 
that statement as a fact. The most that they were bound to do, I think, 
was that which they in fact did—viz., to inform the officer of each sheriff, 
when he lodged the writ, of the writ he was lodging with the other sheriff, 
and to warn them to be very careful to prevent a double execution for the 
same amount. I think the case of Cooper v. Rowe, cited on the same page 
of Tidd’s Practice, shews that in taking this course Hollams & Co. did all 
the law requires them to do in relation to the two writs up to this point. 
The dictum of Mellish, L.J., in the case of Ex parte Williams, Re Davies (20 
W. R. 430, L. R. 7 Ch. 314), recognizes the legality of the issue of a 
number of writs into several counties. He says, in so many words, ‘‘ There 
may be a number of writs issued into different counties’’; nor does the 
case contain anything inconsistent with the law as laid down in Chitty 
and Lush and later text-books, including, Mr. Kdwards’s carefully- 
written book on the law of execution, where the law is laid down at p. 109. 
The dictum of Cave, J.. in delivering judgment in Fz parte Ford, 
Re Ford (18 & B. WD. 371) was cited as shewing that the text-books 
were wrong in laying it down as above mentioned. He, no doubt, says: 
“ Norcould the judgment creditor issuc another /. fa. into another county, 
for, as is established by Chapman +. Bowlby (8 M. & W. 249), a second fi. 
Se. cannot be issued until the first is returned,’’ &c.; but this observation 
must be taken with reference to the particular case, which only raised the 
question whether an interpleader order directing the sheriff to withdraw 
amounted to a stay of execution, which it was held to do, so that iu that 
case it was impossible to tell what might be levied under the existing f. fa. 
until the interpleader was disposed of. The case of Chapman v. Bowlby was 
«@ case in which there 


ought not to have been issued before the first had been returned, and 
therefore the second writ was held to have been issued irregularly, and 
was set aside. The cases of Andrews +. Sunderom (1H. & N. 725), Hodg- 


kine ¥. Whalley (2 Cr. & J. 4), and Miller v. Parnell (6 Taunt. 370) do 
not, in my opinion, affect the question. They were all cases of cv, sa. | be found in 29 Eliz. c. 4.; 7 Will. 4; and 1 Vict. c. 55. 6.3. And it is 


it was contended that, even if there was | 








issued either concurrently with or before the return of a fi. fa, 
which obviously gives rise to different considerations affecting the 
liberty of the subject. [His lordship then stated that, in his 
view, there was no evidence of malice in either Dangar & Co. o 
Hollams & Co. in taking the course that was taken, and continued :—] 
It was argued on behalf of all the defendants that pound.ge was in fact 
payable under the county execution. I am clearly of cpinion that it was 
not, the City execution having, in fact, been the only writ on which the 
amount of the judgment was levied within the decision of Mortimore y, 
Cragg (26 W. R. 363, 3 C. P. D. 216), and the other cases decided upon 
this question. The law upon this point is well stated by Cave, J., in the 
case of Re Ludmore (13 Q. B, D. 417) as follows :—‘‘ As a general proposi- 
tion of law it is undoubted that a sheriff is entitled to poundage when he 
has obtained some money for the execution creditor by operation of law, 
whether he gets it by selling the goods he has seized, or by the debtor, or 
some one on his behalf, paying him out to prevent a sale. But no case 
can be found in which it has been held that a sheriff is entitled to poundage 
until he is in that position.’’ Bissicks v. Bath Collicry Co. (26 W. R. 213, 
3 Ex. D. 174) went so far as to allow the poundage even before actual 
seizure, but only in the case where the handing of the writ to the sheriff 
had produced money on account of the judgment. But it by no means 
follows that the mere insertion of the words ‘“ sheriff’s charges’’ in the 
letter are a direction to the sheriff’s officer to insist on any illegal charge, 
and I do not think that there is any evidence that Dangar & Co. or Hollams 
& Co. intended any illegal claim to be insisted upon. The case of Crozer y. 
Pilling (4 B. & C. 26), where it was held that the refusal to sign the dis- 
charge of a defendant in custody under a ca. sa, on payment of the debt 
and costs is primd facie evidence of malice, is, in my opinion, no authority 
for holding that such words as those in Messrs. Hollams’ letters are any 
evidence of malice in this case, and even if it were primd facie evidence | 
think that the facts entirely rebut any such presumption. For these 
reasons I think that the case of Dangar & Co. and Hollams & Co. entirely 
fails on the grounds that they were no party to any illegality of any kind, 
and that there is no ground for imputing to them that they were actuated 
by any unfair motive from first to last. As regards the case of Nathan £ Co., 
it was admitted that there was no ground for imputing malice to them, 
but it was contended that they had brought themselves within section 29 
of the Sheriffs Act, 1887 (50 & 51 Vict. c. 55)—first by demanding the 
poundage, and secondly by demanding the sum of £2 7s. 6d. after it was 
known to them that the full amount of the execution had been levied on 
the writ issued in the City. It was also contended that they were 
trespassers ab initio in consequence of their so remaining in possession, 
With regard to the latter contention I think that it involves an inaccurate 
use of the expression ‘‘ trespasser ab initio.’ But as explained in the cases 
of Playfair v. Musgrove (14 M. & W. 239) and Ash v. Dawnay (8 Ex., 
237) a fresh trespass is committed every day by the sheriff or his officer 
who remains in possession after a reasonable time from the time when he 
ought to withdraw. In the present case I think that it was unreasonable 
for him to remain in possession until May 2, which was the day on which 
the man in possession, in fact, was withdrawn, unless it could be shewn 
that the £2 7s. 6d. which he claimed and received before withdrawing was 
made up of items chargeable to the execution debtor in the execution. 


| But the £2 7s. 6d. was made up of payments which, in part at least, were 


payable, not by the execution debtor, but by the execution creditor ; for 
this was, in my opinion, clearly a case in which the execution was ‘‘ with- 
drawn,” and the order as to fees under the Sheriffs Act, 1887, provides 
that ‘‘ in every case where an execution is withdrawn the fees under this 
order shall be paid by the person issuing the execution.’’ I think, therefore, 
that the time from which to reckon as regards an uvreasonable remaining 
in possession dates from May 1, when Nathan & Co. were informed of 
the payment to the City sheriff, and the evening of May 2, when the 
man was actually withdrawn. I think that this delay was unreasonable, 
and that Nathan & Co. ought to have withdrawn on May 1 instead 
of May 2: but though I[ cannot hold this delay to be reason- 
able, I do not think that the mere delay of a day would give the plaintiff 
any substantial cause of action against the defendants Nathan & Co, 
unless there were evidence of some actual damage sustained by the 
plaintiff in consequence. Of this I think there is no evidence whatever, 
and looking at the whole facts of the case I come to the conclusion that 
the plaintiff really suffered no damage at all. I think, therefore, that, 
though according to strict law Nathan & Co. were liable in trespass for 
this delay, I shall be doing justice by assessing the damage at a nominal 
sum, and I assess them at one farthing. I come now to the most 
important part of the case, so far as the sheriff is concerned—viz., the 
claim to a penalty of £2C0 for extortion in demanding the £60 14s. for 
poundage (which I have already explained was not due), and afterwards 
in demanding and receiving the £2 7s. 6d., which, or at least a portion of 
which, was, as I have explained, not a charge upon the plaintiff as execu- 
tion debtor. I should have had more difficulty in deciding this point, 


| owing to the very inartificial way in which the Act of 1887 is worded, but 


for the decision in the case of Woolford v. Lew (7 Times L. R. 598), of 
which a shorthand note was produced and read upon the argument. ‘That 
case was decided by Cave, J., on the 17th of June last, and puts a judicial 


| construction by which I am bound on section 29 of the Act 50 & 51 Vict. 
| ¢. 55, sub-sections 2-6, which is the provision relied upon by the plaintifi as 


| authority for the claim of £200. 
had been an actual levy under the first writ, not a | 
mere seizure; and it was only decided that in such a case a second writ | section ’ 


| 


I will read from the shorthand notes what 
Cave, J., says :-—‘* Has there been any ‘demand’ within the meaning of the 
That depends on whether ‘ demands’ in the section refers to 4 
demand of fees by the sheriff as a condition of doing the work which he is 
bound to do, or a claim after the work has been dove to retain certain of 
the moneys levied as and by way of fees. The present Act is a consolida- 
tion Act, and provisions somewhat similar to those of section 29 appear to 
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said in Woodgate v. Knatchbull (2 T. R. 148, 153) by counsel that the 
mischief intended to be remedied by the Act of Elizabeth was the 
negligence of sheriffs in executing process, and persons who had re- 
covered judgment being obliged to pay money to sheriffs in order to 
induce them to do their duty properly in levying the sums recovered. 
However this may be, the section is a highly penal one, and when the 
word ‘demands’ may be satisfied by holding that it applies to a demand 
for an extortionate fee as a condition of doing the work, I canpot think 
Iam contravening the Act in holding that it does not apply to a mere 
claim subject to taxation, which it is obvious from the correspondence and 
from what afterwards took place was what was intended here.” I think 
that, applying that judgment to the present case, there is no ground for 
thinking that the Legislature intended such highly penal consequenees to 
flow from such conduct as that proved in the present case, as those to 
which Messrs. Nathan & Co. would be liable in the alternative if they 
were held liable to the penalty for two mere blunders—one immediately 
retracted—such as they committed in the present case. On the whole, 
though I give judgment for the plaintiff for one farthing on the claim of 
trespass, | am of opinion that there was no really substantial ground for 
the present action against any of the defendants, and I give judgment 
for the other defendants, with costs; and judgment for the plaintiff as 
against Nathan & Co. for one farthing, without costs.—CowunsgEL, Bucknill, 
Q.C., and Johnson Edwards ; Finlay, Q.C., and A. T. Lawrence ; Cock, Q C., 
and Rose-Innes. Soutctrors, Bramall § White; Hollams, Sons, Coward, § 
Hawksley ; Burchelis. 
[Reported by T. R. C. Dit, Barrister-at-Law. | 





LEGAL NEWS. 
APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. ALEXANDER Wauicut, M.A., LL.M. (E. M. Wright & Son), who was 
recently appointed Registrar of the Bacup County Court, has been 
appointed Clerk to the Magistrates of the Rossendale Division in place 
of his father, Mr. E. M. Wright, who has held the position for thirty-four 
years. 

Mr. Roserr Ernie Parrripes, barrister, has been appointed one of the 
Treasury Counsel at the Central Criminal Court, in succession to Mr. H. 
Eardley Wilmot, recently appointed a county court judge. Mr. Partridge 
was called to the bar at the Middle Temple in 1879. 





CITANGES IN PARTNERSHIP. 
DissoLurion. 
Goprrey Ruoprs and Tuomas Wurams Srapter Firtn, solicitors 
(Godfrey Rhodes, Firth, & Co.), 77, Chancery-lane, London. Oct. 1. 
The said Godfrey Rhodes retiring from the said firm. [@azette, Dec. 22. 





INFORMATION WANTED. 

Dowacrr Ducuesse pe Gramont, deceased.—Will wanted.—Any solici- 
tor, banker, or other person who prepared or has in his custody a will of 
the late Duchesse de Gramont, who died on the 15th of November last, is 
requested to communicate with Messrs. Bowlings, Foyer, & Hordern, 
solicitors, of 26, Essex-street, Strand, London. 

Re Avcustrus Guorce Bruce Ciark, deceased, late of 19, Villiers-street, 
Strand, and 5, Rue Vantrasson, Bordeaux, Wine and Preserved Fruit 
Merchant.—To solicitors, secretaries of companies, and others.—Informa- 
tion is required with reference to any will or testamentary papers of the 
above-named, also with respect to any property standing in his name or to 
which he is entitled._-Apply to Michael Abrahams, Sons, & Co., 8, Old 
Jewry, E.C., solicitors. 

Re Joun Macxrnrosn, deceased, late of 24, St. James’s-square, formerly 


of Calcutta, and a member of the firm of Bathgate & Co., of that city.— | 


A reward of £10 will be paid for any information which will lead to the 
discovery of a will or testamentary paper, believed to have been made by 
the deceased in the year 1874.—Apply to Messrs. Sanderson, Holland, & 
Adkin, 46, Queen Victoria-street, E.C. 

GENERAL. 

It is stated that Mr. Justice Stirling, who has been indisposed for some 
time, is progressing satisfactorily. 

Mr. T. E. Sampson, solicitor, has been clected, by the Liverpool 
City Council, coroner for the city, in place of the late Mr. Clarke 
Aspinall. 

Mr. Justice Hawkins is benefiting by his sojourn in France. According 
to present arrangements he will retwn to town about the middle of 
January. 


The death is announced of Mr. CO. N. Cole, of the firm of Cole & Jack- | 


son, 36, Essex-streét, who practised asa solicitor in London for over 
half a century. He is stated to have only a few days since made 
arrangements for his retirement at the end of the present year from the 
firm of which he was a member. 

The Law Quarterly Review for January will contain—The Criteria of 
Jurisdiction, by A. V. Dicoy, Q.C. ; The Karly History of the Incorporated 
Law Society, by V. I. Chamberlain ; The Declaration of Future Rights, 





by W. A. Bewes; Conveyancing under the Ptolemies, by E. P. Fry; 
Married Women’s Debts, by Ernest C. C. Firth; The ‘‘ Quadripartitus,’’ 
by F. W. Maitland; The New German Patent Act, by Ernest Schuster ; 
Notes ; and a portrait of the learned editor (Sir Frederick Pollock, Bart.). 


‘* A Practising Solicitor ’’ writes to the Standard as follows :—‘‘ Would 
you allow me to call attention to the conduct of her Majesty’s judges in 
disregarding the rules regulating their sittings in court? It is provided 
by the rules made under the Judicature Act that the judges shall sit, 
amongst other days, on August 12, October 24, and December 21 ; whereas 
most of their lordships rose on August 11, they all failed to appear on 
Saturday, October 24, and I notice that there will be no sitting in eitheF 
Appeal Court to-day (December 21). Are we not reasonably entitled to 
expect that the administrators of the law shall themselves respect the law * 
Meantime, causes which might have been dealt with on Monday have to 
go over—at, of course, expense to the parties—until the judges have had 
their three weeks’ holiday, for which they must be quite ready, having 
regard to the fact that they only returned from a ten weeks’ rest on 
October 26 last.’’ 


The Daily News says that at last a beginning is to be made of the work 
of ridding London of one of its most depressing eyesores. Messrs. Horne, 
Son, & Eversfield, the auctioneers, will offer for sale, by order of the 
Commissioners of Public Works, all the materials of the fifteen old houses 
on the eastern side of the Fleet-street end of Chancery-lane. These 
neglected structures have for the most part entrances at the back in that 
curious nook of old London, Roll’s-yard. They were twenty years ago the 
local habitations of tke Petty and Cursitor’s Office, the Chancery 
Subpena Office. The front premises in Chancery-lane were let out to 
barristers, solicitors, law stationers, architects, and surgeons. After the 
strange fashions of dealing with the estates of the Crown, however, this 
valuable property was cleared of its tenants about eighteen years ago, and 
its windows nailed down and doors secured with iron bars. Since then 
the rats have enjoyed free quarters in these ghostly dwellings, while the 
passing traffic has plentifully bespattered them with mud, straw and other 
street refuse has accumulated in their mouldy areas, and dust and soot 
gathering on their stone steps and windows and choking their keyholes 
and letter-boxes, have given a more and more forlorn aspect to the spot. 
The clearance, which will be proceeded with forthwith, is preparatory to 
the proposed important extension of the Record Office, which at, present is 
only seen from the Fetter-lane side. 


WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazetite.—Fripay, Dec. 18. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luurep rx Cuaycerr. 


Britisn Bayk or Avstratia, Liarrep—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 3), to 
send their names and ad and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Me 
William Martin, 50, Bi st Within, solor for liquidators 

| Buexos Ayres Water Suppty ayp Dratvace Co, Liurrep—North, J., has directed a 

| meeting of the creditors to be held on Tuesday, Dec 29, at 12. Bompas & Co, Great 

| Winchester st, solors for liquidators 
Can.iste Goup Mrstxo Co, Luntrep—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 16, to send 
their names and and i of their debts or claims, to Henry 
Cameron Richardson and Ji Stewart Wallace, 29, Martin’s lane, Cannon st. Stretton 
& Co, solors for liquidators 

Empire Mixixe (eg, nl required, on or before Jan 16, fo send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Henry Cameron 
a and James Hastings, 29, Martin’s lane, Cannon st. Stretton & Co, solors for 
iquidators 

Grorer Tayior & Co, Luaren—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 8, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to John William 


Davidson, 48, Castle st, Li 
Ropaz Coturerizs, Loarsep—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 25, to send their 
dresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Samuel Taylor, 6, 


names and ad: 
| St James’ sq, Manchester 
| Susuerorve Boat Co, Luarrsp—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 1, to send their 
| mames and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to John ur James, 
Coton House, Rugby. Hadden-Woodward & Co, New sq, Lincoln's inn, solors for liqui- 


dator 
FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
| Curtstmas Rost Loves, Ancient Noble Order of United Odd Fellows, Bolton Unity, 
Shepherd’s Rest Inn, Sowerby Bridge, Halifax, York. Dec 11 
Loyal Mona Lopes, Ancient ( Druids Friendly Society, Brunswick Arms, Brans- 
wick place, Brighton. Dec 14 





London Gazette,—Turspay, Dee. 22. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Lamrrep ty CHANCERY, 

Avaio-AvsTraniay Bark, Liurrep —Creditors are required, on or before Feb 28, te send 
their names and add ., the particulars of their debts or claims, to Joha Mont- 
gomery Templeton, 227, Collins st, Melbourne. Monday, printed 

‘or hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims. bourne. 
solors for official liquidator 

Corporate Tevst, Lonrep—Petn for windi presented Dee 15, directed to be heani 
before Chitty, J., on Jan 16, Nunn & ‘Toten, l st, solors for petaers. 
— of appearing must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 0° in the afternoon 
of Jan 15 

Mexican Evouisn Syxprcars, Linrrep—Creditors are required, on or before April Is to 

send their names and addresses, i of their debts or claims, to William 
| Morice, 61-63, Broad st avenue, Bensons, Clement's inn, solors for liquidator 


FRIENDLY SOCIBTY DISSOLVED. 
= Te Friexpty Socrery, Assembly Rooms, Eldon row, Dolgelly, 
Yeo 17 





Apnil 4, at 10.30, is a 
Godfrey & Bullen, M 





DoLeruy 
Merioneth. 





Wanstxe To inrexpixe Hover Pvronassns & Lessens.—Before purchasing or renting 
a house have the examined by an expert from The 


| Wostuinates (itabe Vesting Coy ela 
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CReDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Tvusspay, Dec. 8. 
wees Exizasets, Long Ditton, Surrey Jan 18 Barnard & Taylor, Lincoln’s 


Boots, Gzorcr, Halifax, Grocer Jan16 England, Halifax 

Bowes, Jony Lorp, Grasse, Alpes Maritimes, France Jan 4 Hanbury & Co, New Broad st 

Burrows, Witi1aM Esau, Highgate Feb1 Howard & Shelton, Tower chmbrs, Moorgate 

Busn, CaTHerixe Frances Camrtix, Totterdown, Bristol Feb 15 Atchley, Bristol ; 
Harwood 


¢ Boutflower, 
Devesox, Exiza, Statenborough, Eastry, Kent Jan2 Wilks, junr, Deal 
Deveson, Gzorce, Statenborough, Kent Jan2 Wilks, junr, Deal 

Dvucxe.s, Gzorct Hewrx, Goole, Yorks, Farmer Jan 20 England & Son, Goole 
Decxets, Tuomas, Goole Fields, Yorks, Farmer Jan 20 England & Son, Goole 

Foy, Evizaseru Srexcer, Southborough, Kent Jan 11 Bolton & Co, Temple gardens 
Gissos, Exizasetu, Victoria terrace, Stretford Dec 24 Crofton & Craven, Manchester 
Hatiewe11, Josern Warrs, Stroud, Glos, Esq Jan 31 Shipton & Co, Chesterfield 


Hanrcreaves, Tuomas, Bishopstoke, meen, Esq, Hon Lieut R N Reserve, J P Jan 
11 Allen & Son, Carlisle st, Soho 
Hespersox, Cuartes James, Oxford cannsion, Oxford cire Jan 16 Nye & Moreton, 
jeants’ inn, Fleet st 
Hustisepos, Joux, Sheffield, Pawnbroker Jan25 Alderson & Co, Sheffield and Eckington 


Hurcuissos, Avice, West Kirby, Chester Jan7 Wright & Co, Liverpool 

Menxvrs, Evizanets, New Barnet Dec18 White & De Buriatte, Holborn viaduct 
Nezxp, Sir Jouy, Grittleton, Wilts, Bart Feb1 Keary & Stokes, Chippenham 

Noos, Jos, Knightcote, Burton Dassett, Warwick, Yeoman Jan?2 Pellatt, Banbury 
Pace, Wiii14m, Barham, Kent, Builder Jan 13 Plummer & Fielding, Canterbury 
Pazsoss, Ausrose, Worthing, Solicitor Feb1 Lambert, Mark lane 

Powe tt, Jous pot see QC., The Lawn, Denmark Hill, Judge of County Court Jan 30 


Serjeants’ inn, Temple 
ProcktTer, ta Mary, Peel sq, Bradford Jan 31 Milling & Compston, Leeds 
Reavy, Feaxces, Queen’s rd, Clapham Jan7 Hunt, New inn, Strand 

Satmos, Sazau, East Colchester Dec 31 Howard & Co, Colchester 

Snaw, Exizazeru, Sparkbrook, Wores Dec 31 White, Birmingham 


Srarrez, Catuentne Exvizazetu, Knowsley, nr Prescot, Lancs Jani9 Lamb & Taylor, 
Birkenhead i 1 


ap 
Waurers, Warten Raypart, Aston Flamville, Leics Jani2 Walters, Old Broad st 
Dixon & Co, Savoy 


Watnrtos, Avcvstrs Treser, Rue Carrefour, Algiers, Surgeon Feb 1 


mansions 
Wetcn, Exuttr, Boscombe, Bournemouth Dec 23 
West, Wri", Worksop, Notts,Gent Jan31 Hodding & Beevor, Worksop 
Wn», Jons, Uplands, within Stand, Lancs, Esq Jan 20 Woodcock & Co, Bury 
Wriatssox, Jous, Raymond bldgs, Gray’s inn, Solicitor Jan7 Wright & Co, Liverpool 
Wii1amsos, Cuantotre Axx, Westoe, Durham Jani3 Stark, Strand 
Warsnr, Sazau, New Brighton, Chester Jan7 Wright & Co, Liverpool 
Youx, Gzorcr, Brede, Sussex, Farmer Dec3i Walter Dawes, High st, Rye, Sussex 


Dee. 11. 


Dickinson, Poole 


London Gazette.—Frivay, 
Atuosp, Axx Mazia, Tunbridge Wells Jani4 Almond & Co, Queen Victoria st 
Atuospv, Evwazv Russert, Hoxton Jani14 Almond & Co, Queen Victoria st 


AENsEY, age Bates, Walmer rd, Notting Hill, Marine Store Dealer Jan 9 
Gt Tower st 
Baxer, Jaurs, Plumstead, Kent Janil Greenep, Woolwich 


Bru, Wiis_ Tuoxas, Bishopwearmouth, Durham, Esq Jan 31 Ranson & Co, 
Sunderland 


Bicxsagtz, Jons, Liphook, Hants, Gardener Feb 20 Hansell, King’s Bench walk, Temple 


Brasniz, Tuouas, Drayton gdns, Secretary of a Public Company Jan 12 Parker & 
Ponsford, Finsbury Pavement 
a Wrewsae Fs ELL, Liverpool, Commercial Traveller Jan 20 Piesse & Son, Old 


Carr & 


Comraes Louis Fraxcis Jous Cuarztes Raruag., Ryde, I of W, Esq 
& Co, Arundel st, Strand 
Cunrrr, Cuagizs, Brighton, Clerk in Holy Orders Dec 21 


Jan 1 Blount 


Hopgood & Dowson, White- 


Ccsrrr, iL11aM, Fallapit Mounts, nr Totnes, Devon, Esq Dec 31 Hopgood & Dowson, 


Dagzitscrors, Jom, Iikley, Yorks, Solicitor Jani5 Taylor & Co, Bradford 

Davivsox, Ex:izs, Stoke on Trent Feb2 Keary & Co, Stoke on Trent 

Davis, Jaurs Taouss, Gremwich Jani1i1 Greenep, Woolwich 

Giows, Perez Bowruxean, Falmouth, Clerk in Holy Orders Dec 31 Rogers, Falmouth 
Guast, Ecizasetu Heves, Taltot 94, Hyde park Jan 21 Crawley & Co, Whitehall pl 


Guerix, Azruce Groucr, Southend, Kesex, Provision Merchant Todd & Co, 
and Chancery lane 
Hatery, Hexer, Claremont st, Edmonton, Beerseller 


Has, Jous Stprr7, C B, Colonel, Unionist Club, 


Jan 
Jani Rumney, Basinghall st 
Pall Mali Jan 22 Hand, New inn, 


Hasp, Srerucx, Waterloo, nr Liverpool, Gent March 1 
Masapan Femmes x 


Hagger, Liverpool 

Walker & Co, Theobald’s rd, 
Hanoy, eonr, 3 New Bond # Jan 21 Spyer & Bons, New Broad st 

Hore, Lisa, Eevans rd, Weatbourne Park Carr & Martin, Great Tower st 
Issa, Catuacive Marr, Worthing Green, Worthing 

Forres, Tuomse Lewes, Woohwich Jan’ Powell & Hughes, 
Lemeret, Jous, Bradford, Surgeon Jan & bb, Batley 


Lis, Darter, Randolph grins, Maida vale, West Indian Merchant 
, CAeman xt 
Lets r ARLMIE ALO 


necs, Kingston on Thames Jan # 


Jano 
Jan 14 


Ebbw Vale 


Lindo & 
H Win- 


Jan 15 


Gemeal Sir, OCH, TAtbury,Giee Jans Bompas & Co, 


Mastves, Grower, Leamington Jan 2 Smelt, Lancaster place, Mrand 

Mazsse0, Atrany Varsr, Croydom, Garrey, Gent Jan 15 Rowland & Hutchinson, | 
Cnrgiem | 

Moses, Wow sen Lense ns, CrickAfield 11, Clayton, Clerk Jani Kusmuey, 





Vasinghall wt 
‘ 





——$— 


ieee Emma pres; Cricketfield rd, Chien Jan 1 cea Basinghall st 


NicHoison, AMABEL MARGARETTA, Stanhope gdns, Queen’s gate Jan5 Still & Son, Ney 
Lincoln’ s inn : 
Pooun, Sasa, Writtle, Essex, Farmer March 1 Meggy, Chelmsford 


Psatt, Exvizasetu, Stratford upon Avon Jan 21 Slatter & Co, Stratford upon Avon 

SuTHERLAND, ALISON pg Richmond ter, Whitehall Jan 18 Tathams & Pym, 
Frederick’s pl, Old Jewry ‘ ahs 

Tuompsox, Georcs, Milford, Staffs, Wheelwright Dec 31 Woolley, Stafford 


TRELEVEN, Hotianp Ricuarp, Stoke, Devonport, Butcher Feb1 Sole & Gill, Devonport 
Turner, Mark, Kidsgrove, Staffs, Metal Broker Dec 25 Llewellyn & Ackrill, Tunstal} 
Vane Tempest, Mary TownsHenp, Stockton on Tees Jan10 Hillyard & Co, Cornhill 
Wake, Exiza Matiipa, Hove, Brighton Jan10 Lee & Co, the Sanctuary, Westminstg 
Water, Frances Exvizasetu, Hyde Park rd, Leeds Dec 31 Bond & Co, Leeds 
Weaven, Atrrep, St Mary’s, South Australia Jan 30 Hollams & Co, Mincing lane 
Weeks, Lucy, Bournemouth Jan9 Kearsey & Co, Old Jewry 

Zanir1, MicuaEt, Gt Winchester st, Merchant Jan 31 Hollams & Co, Mincing lane 


London Gazette.—Tvurspay, Dee. 15, 
Bicas, James, Barking, Essex, Farmer Jan 30 Blewitt & Tyler, Gracechurch st 
Bircu, Saran, Stanhope square, Leeds Jan 31 Nelson & Co, Leeds 
Buraorxe, Joux, Borough rd Feb1 Howard & Shelton, Tower chbrs, Moorgate 
Cam, Ouiver, Saul, Glos, Builder, Jan 12 Grimes, Gloucester 


Cueswriaut, CHARLES Epwarp Rosert, Hornsey rise, Managing Director of Betts & Co, 
Lim Jan19 Mann & Crimp, Essex st, Strand 
Duyn, Exiza GrorGiana, Belitha villas, Barnsbury Jan 20 Howard, Gray’s inn squar 


Fawxyér, Tuomas, Brighton, Esq Feb 10 J E & R Whitworth, Manchester 


Gopparp, Henry James, Hove, Sussex, of no occupation Jan 17 Long & Gardiner, 
Lincoln’s inn fields ; 
Hassauu, Exizasetn, Epsom, Surrey Jan 22 Richardson & Co, Much Hadham, Herts 


Hemuinc, Ricnarp, Esq, J P, Grosvenor pl Feb1 Wilkinson & Son, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Herwrs, Sauvet, Woodbastwick, Norfolk, Farmer Jan 31 Cooper, Norwich 
InGarrie.p, Saran Etranor, Preston st, Brighton Jani2 Clark, Brighton 

Joxes, Jonn Hampson, Kempsford Manor, Glos Jan16 Slater & Co, Manchester 
Kay, Tuomas, Leeds, Dry Goods Merchant Mar15 Bowling & Son, Leeds 

Lewis, Ex:zasetu, Folkestone Jan Upton & Co, Austinfriars 

Manrcuayt, Grorce, Sevenoaks, Kent, Draper Jan 28 Philcox, Burwash, Sussex 
Pauro.oevus, Saran, Bolsover st Jan 31 Linklater & Co, Bond ct, Walbrook 

Parkes, Wi1114u, Birkdale, Southport, Gent Jan4 Broadsmith & Stead, Manchester 
Parr, Purtir, Upper Belgrave st Feb1 Rowecliffes & Co, Bedford row 

Rosrxsoy, Isaac, Lamplugh, Cumbrid Feb 20 Irvine & Co, Hart st, Mark lane 
Rowe, Gaza, Woodhouse, Notts, Licensed Victualler Jan 15 Thurman & Co, Alfreton 


Savace, Wiiuram, Rood End, Oldbury, Wores, Licensed Victualler Jan 10 Ansell & 
Ashford, Birmingham 

Sartrn, Isaac, Tipton, Staffs,Gent Dec 31 Smith, Wednesbury 

Surrn, Witt1am, Wednesbury, Iron Merchant Dec 31 Smith, Wednesbury 

Taytor, Josenu, Masborough, Rotherham, Yeoman Febi1 Oxley & Coward, Rother- 


Wuereatt, Exvizasetru, Burnham, Somerset Jan 30 Board, Burnham 
Wuiraker, Axxna Many, Ossett, Yorks Jan1l Greenwood, Ossett 
Warrevey, Wii.1m, Savile Town, Dewsbury Jan 20 Pallard & Clough, Dewsbury 
| Wiixixs, Canoirve, Tufton st, Westminster Jani Nisbet & Hinds, Leadenhall st 
Youne, Water Witsos, Aldershot Jan11 Durbidge, Guildford 

London Gazette.—Fripay, Dec. 18. 
Asucrort, James, Alkali Manufacturer, Liverpool Jan 31 Codd, Liverpool 
Barrye, Wit.1am, Didsbury, nr Manchester, Grocer Jan 7 Hockin & Co, Manchester 
Baxrer, Wiii1am, Thorpe, Fylingdales, Yorks, Shipowner Jan'30 Thornton, Whitby 
Bett, Maria Matixtpa, Bath Feb1 Bolton, The Sanctuary, Westminster 


Bexyetr, Witu1am Friaxman, Bank bldgs, Islington, Cattle Market Agent 
Morten & Co, New; 
Best, oa. 2, Leeds, Ba a Jan 14 Booth & Co, Leeds 


Bou.pey, James, Strood, Kent, Licensed Victualler Jan5 Robinson, Strood 
Caxepreap, Cuartorre, Dunsmore rd, Stamford Hill Jan 20 Eves, Mark lane 
Curxsy, Aaron, Hunslet, Leeds, Mechanic Jan19 Scott, Leeds 


Coox, Eowarp Tuomas, H M’s Ship Speedwell, Surgeon R N 
Craven st, Charing Cross 
Coorrr, Caro.ixe, Inglewood terce, Leeds 


Coorrn, Grorar Inoue, Leeds, Chemical Manufacturer 
Leeds 


Cort, Tuomas, Norwich, Gent Foster, Blickling 
Duveryvoy, Groncxe Lupwic, Adelaide rd, Professor of Singing 
Bank bldgs, Ludgate circus 
Davies, Wii114Mm, Barnstaple, Grocer Feb1 Law & Bo.» 
Desren, James, Willoughby, Warwick, Shopkeeper Ma.cu 1 
Davent a4 
Dew, Sanan, Pentonvillerd Jan 20 Van Sandau & Co, King st, Cheapside 
Bow anvs, Resecca, Weston super Mare Jan 256 Sibly & Co, Bristol 
Evusortr, Peuncy Janes, H M&S Northumberland, Lieutenant RN 
& Son, Plymouth 


Jan 2% 


Jan 18 Spottiswoode, 


Jan12 Simpsons & Denham, Leeds 
Jan 12 Simpsons & Denham, 


Jan 6 


Jan 18 White, LL.D., 


. Barnstaple 
Burton & Willoughby, 


Jan 17 Woolleombe 


Kiwis, Mansa Jane, Clifton gardens, Maida vale Jan 30 Webster & Webster, Lincoln’s 
inn flelds 
Errwetr, Wittiam, Reading, Gent Jan 16 Rogers, Reading 


Fawcvs, Geonar, Genoa, Italy, Shipbuilder Feb1 Fawcus, Eevex st, Strand 


Feswick, Issac, Ramsgate, Refreshment house Keoper Jan 31 O & A Daniel, Ramsgate 


| Freeevovy, Emma, Caversham, Oxon Jan 16 Rogors, Reading 





Furwavourn, Ferpixany, Marylebone rd, Watch Maker Jan 16 Preston, Abchurch lane 
GoovaLtt, Warten Voraye, Brighouse, Yorks, Cardmaker Jan 16 Furniss, Brighouse 
| Goxvox, Doxaun McLron, Bolingbroke xd, West Kensington, inj Jan 14 Horne & 


Birkett, Lincoln's inn fields 
nay, Jovm Awar 
pavement 


, Towlin's grove, Bow, Mnginess Janu ore, lopemaker ol, Finebury 
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Hasmonp, Sopnta, Daventry, Northampton Feb2 Burton & Willoughby, eens. 


Hexpensox, Senastian, Neweastle upon Tyne, Grocer Jan 17 Mather & Co, Newcastle | 


upon Tyne . 
Hopars, Auice, Duke st, Grosvenor sq Feb1 Herbert, Cork st, Burlington gdns 
Howrox, Avice Jemma, Redcliffe rd, South Kensington Feb 25 Clarkson & Co, Carter 
Howrox, GroRGE Wirtian, Sandy, Beds Feb25 Clarkson & Co, Carter lane 
Iynay, James Frepenick, Minories, Hydrographer Jan 23 Lindsay & Co, Basinghall st 
Iavixa, Janet, Workington, Cumbs Jan18 Brockbank & Co, Whitehaven 
Jonsson, CuantoTre Epiru, Bickley, Kent Feb14 Fraser & Co, Edinburgh 
Leen ee A Saran, Ladywood, Birmingham Dec 31 Lane & Clutterbuck, Bir- 


LEA, tem _ om St Peter’s st, Islington, retired French Polisher Jan 30 Mills & Co, 


Brunswick pl, City rd 

Manrix, James, Whitehaven, Carver Jan18 Brockbank & Co, Whitehaven 

Meakin, Gzorce, Creswell Hall, Staffs, Esq Feb1 Paddock & Sons, Hanley 
MrssiTER, SAMUEL, Carlisle pl, Westminster, Gent Jan16 Collins & Co, Trowbridge 
Mipptemas, Apam, Long Acre Jan 24 Nickinson & Co, Chancery lane 

Mippe. Ton, Joun Josepn, Ilkley, Yorks, Esq Jan16 Mossman & Co, Bradford 
Newey, James, Clains, Wores, Market Gardener Jan19 Tree, Worcester 


Newrox, Daxtet, Bishops Stortford, Herts, retired Engineer Jan7 Slater, King st. 
eapside 


| Norwax, Hersert Tuomas, Runcorn, Earthenware Manufacturer Jan 14 Linaker & 
Linaker, Runcorn 


Orcuarp, Groncr, Newport, IW, Gent Jan23 Buckell, Newport, I of W 

Pryce, Ropert Davis, Cyfronydd, Montgomery, Esq Mar 1 Howell & Co, Machynlleth 
| Surrm, Mansa Even, Nether Edge, Sheffield Jan4 Denton, Sheffield 

| Stevens, Joun, Chalgrove, Oxon, Farmer Jan 30 Hedges & Marshall, Wallingford 
Srewart, Sanau Hontixepox, Harrogate Jan25 Frankish & Co, Hull 

| Srocken, Jonx Pater, Oxford ter, Hyde Park, Esq Jan 25 Powell & Goodale, Essex st, 
| Tatox, Marquis Omer, Angelato, Bologna, Italy Jan 18 Collins, Furnival’s inn 

| aes sunmately, Birstall, Yorks, Woollen Manufacturer Jan 17 Scholefield & Co, 
ie 4 James, Bucknall, Stoke upon Trent, Gent Feb1 Paddock & Sons, Hanley 
Tuew, Joux Dyxer, King’s Lynn, Printer Feb1 Partridge & Co, King’s Lynn 


heme — Jouy, Ts ge Courtenay, Devon, Doctor of Medicine Feb 2 Rooker & 
veley, 
| Towsauaxo, Man Susannah Payne, Queen’s gate Feb 1 Burne & Wykes, Lincoln's 


| Tucker, Exiza Jang, Bath Jan 15 Stone & Co, Bath 


| WakeE.inG, Grorez, Pellatt grove, Wood Green, retired Restaurant Keeper March 15 
Naunton & Son, Cheapside 


| Wister, Rev Cuaaves Parr, Leamington Jan 30 Peddar, Old Broad st 


a weeny Wi .1ay, Brighouse, Yorks, Wire Manufacturer Feb1 Barber & Oliver, Brig- 
. ouse 








BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Fnipvay, Dec. 18. 


TIN P 2 Ord Dec 14 
RECEIVING ORDERS. Suuuers, Tuomas, L 


Acocks, Arruur, High st, Pain Hill, Auctioneer High Dealer Southampton 
Court Pet Nov23 Ord Decl Terry, Henry Kixessury, Oxford 
Ayre, Tuomas Epwakrp, Tiverton, Devon, Auctioneer ness Manager 


Exeter Pet Dec7 Ord Dec 16 

Baur, W E, late Hanover sqr High Court Pet Nov 25 
Ord Dec 14 

Banuam, Cuartotre, Westfield, Sussex, Farmer Hastings 
Pet Dec 15 Ord Dee 15 

Biartow, J P, Cadogan terce, Sloane st, Gent High Court 
Pet Nov 28 Ord Dec 15 

Botton, Arraur Epwarp, late Crookham, nr Farnham 


bury Pet Dee 16 


Pet Dec 1 Ord Dee 1 


et Dec 16 Ord Dec 1 


High Court Pet Dec 14 Ord Dec 14 
Trmpervake, Ricnarp, a, Oxon, Farmer Ayles- | 
Ord Dec 16 |W 
Var.iry, Peter Gerorcr, South Elmham, All Saints, | 

a Farmer Great Yarmouth Pet Dec 16 Ord bei 


Wattoy, Ricuarp, Brighton, Clothier Brighton Pet Dee 
Ord Dee 16 


Rosentuat, Ciara, Manchester, Wholesale Jeweller Man- | Storm, Euite, New Bond st, Underclothing Manuf: 
chester Pet Dec 15 Ord Dec 15 pS 
—-, bdo ae Heatherlands, nr Poole, Builder Poole | 


oe Bankruptcy bidgs, Portugal tae 
funen, WILuiaM, » hata ot, Sees inn rd, Master Car- 
penter Dec 30 at 33, Carey st, Lincoln inn 
| Trist, Jouy, Southsea, yuilders” Merchant Dee 30 at 3 
Off Ree, Cam Junction, High st, Portsmouth 
| Warp, C w, & Co, Builders Dec3latii Bank- 
rupte bidgs, Portugal street, Lincoln's inn fields 
Blackpool, Tailor Dec 29at3 Off Rec, 


me, Latyg Suuee ager Dee 
° 


nm, Southampton, “med 
ter, Edgware * Busi- | j 


ARAH, Ha 
at 12.30 Off Ree, 


Vosrep, N J, cavepeel. Provision Merchant Liverpool | Wericut, Rosert Evays, late of Handsworth juxta Bir- 


mingham, Tailor Jan 5 at 11 25, Colmore row, Bir- 


Gent High Court Pet Nov 26 Ord Dec 15 . 16 Apes. cS 
+ ali ‘ : cE - wa 2 . - Wituiams, Ricuarp Hvuoeues, Llanrwst, Denbighshire, | Barrett, Pavut, Earl’ hog ey m, U High Court 
Carpenter, ALrrep, Hambledon, Hants, Licensed Victual- Grocer Portmadoc and Blaenau Festini Pet Dec 2! Pet Aug 24. Ord Dee 1 
ler Southampton Pet Dec 15 Ord Dee 15 7 Ord Dec 16 og | Ose ALFRED. Hambledon, Licensed 
Crank, Fraxxk W, South Norwood, Surrey, Engineer Wu0;s, Sapau, Lm ra Lodging house Keeper York Victualler Southampton Pet Dee 15 Ord Dee 15 
Croy don Pet Oct 23 Ord Dee 15 Pet tt Dee 14 Ord Dee 1 Cizee, Roserr, i Bradford, Wool Salesman 
a ge, P Set et aa — ensed Wricut, Freperick, Lowestoft, Painter Great Yarmouth Bradford Pet Dec 12 .Ord Dee Cutie 
Circa, Rourrt, Manningham, Bradford, Wool Salesman Pet Dec 16 Ord Dee 16 a he 5 14 +S mage me 
 atiord Pet Deo ls Ord Deo 14 FIRST MEETINGS. Dexmax, Ropart, Westham, Wyke Regis, . 
Ones areas Conex, & Co, Hatton grdn, Watch | Barwer., Joux Winisam, Woodford and Cranford, | Buil I Pet Nov 30 Ord 
angry Dealers High Court Pet Nov 11 Ord Northamptonshire, Farmer Dec 31 at 12.15 County Dee 15 “a nate 
- — ae Ce y ' Court bldgs, Northampton DustHorse, Roser, eeper 
as bay ere g, Glam, Draper Cardiff Pet} p EWE L, Wit EAM Bresy, Little Addington, Northamp- | Canterb: Pet 24 Ord Dee 12 


mstire, Farmer Dee 3 


Coox, L H, Mount Pleasant lane, \ lapton, Agent High Northampton 


Court Pet Nov 20 Ord Dec 1 


DoxaLp, Rozert, Gosforth, matin. Baker Newcastle Gent 
on Tyne Pet Dec15 Ord Dec 15 
Eaues, Enwarp, Gt Elm, Somerset, 
Frome Pet Dec 16 Ord Dec 16 
Fettowes, Grorar, Sumner rd, Peckham, Manager High 


Dee 29 at 1 


Licensed Victualler ll 


Court Pet Dec 14 Ord Dec 15 Currox, ALFRED, Barbourne, Worcester, late Postmaster 
Foster, Joun James Crorrs, Derby, Railway Clerk Derby Dec 29 at 10 Off Rec, Worcester 
Pet Dee 14 Ord Dec 14 


Grover, Frank, Solihull, -Warwickshire, Licensed Victual- 
ler Birmingham Pet Dec 14 Ord Dec 14 
Gooperson, Levi, Bradford, Fruiterer Bradford Pet Dec 


Dec 31 at 11.30 
Janlatill Off 


Bo.tTox, ‘dee rn Epwarp, late of Crookham, nr Farnham, | 
33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 
Brauxp, Lewis Wii.iam, Birmingham. 
25, Colmore row, Birmi: 
Canvavenn, A.rrep, Hamtledon, 
Dee 30 at 3 Off Rec, 4, East st, Southampton 


C.ieca, Rosert, Manningham, 
Off Rec, 31, Manor row, Bradford 
Curtine, Naruaniet Currixe, Herne Bay, Kent, 
Ree, 5, Castle st, Canterbury 


ury 
t 1 County Court bi Eames, Epwarp, Gt 
4 rapa aad Frome Pet Dee 16 Ord Dec 16 
| vee Grorce, Sumner rd, Peckham, Manager High 
Court Pet Dee 14 Ord Dee 15 


Fosrre, Joux James 7% Derby, Railway Clerk Derby 
Pet Dec 14 Ord 


Goopersox, Levi, Bradford, Fruiterer Bradford Pet 
Dec12 Ord Dee 12 

Haweripar, Cuaries, Yeovil, Coal Merchant Yeovil Pet 
Nov 21 Ord Nov 21 

Hexprrsox, THomas, - aa Barman Durham Pet 
Dee 15 


Ord Dee 1 
Hicks, Wriuiam Baxre, Fen ct, Fenchurch st, Sagar 
Broker a. 


, Grocer Jan 6 at 
ham 
‘ants, Licensed V ictualler | | 


Bradford, Wool Salesman 
Baker | 


Pet Nov 3 23 Ord Dee 15 . 
12 Ord Dec i2 Drax, Jivxs, Manchester, Commercial Traveller Dee 3X0at | Hirst, Jons, Ro! iversedze, — Wheelwright 
Ensensor, Tromas, Spennymoor, Durham, Barman Dur- 3’ Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester Dewsbury Pet Dee 1 14 Ord Dee 1 
Pet Dec 15 Ord Dec 15 Etaxp, Marruew, Stanningley, Calverley, Yorks, Joiner | Houprr, Hexey Groner, late of Hotwells, Ctifton, Bristol, 
Hrs, Joun, Roberttown, oh Yorks, Wheelwright or a. i ford J Baker Bristol Pet Dee 7 Ond Dee 16 


Dewsbury Pet Dec 14 


S%atll Off Ree, 31, 
Ord Dee 14 ead 


Fiuwer, Tuomas, N 





rad 
lane, Peckham, Butcher Dec 


Jazowsky, ores Davin, late of Queen's sq, 3 


Aldersgate 
Horxixs, Brxsamix, Portsea, Baker’s Assistant Ports- 30 at 2.30 33, Carey st, Lincoln’ s inn | st, len Goods Importer High Court Pet Nov 17 
mouth Pet Dec'15 Ord Dec 15 Foster, Joun James Crorrs, Derby, Railway Clerk Dee Oni Dee 16 
wer Ss Tuomas, Llanarth, Cardiganshire, Farmer Aberyst- | 2 at 12 Off Rec, St James's chbre, Derby Joxxs, Tuomas, Prenteg, Penmorfa, Carnarvonshire, Mason 
with Pet Dec3 Ord Dee 16 | Ginps, Jouy, Banbury, Fishmonger Dee 29 at 4 1, St Portmadoc and Blaenau Festiniog Pet Noy 3} Ord 
Joxrs, Tuomas, Prenteg, Penmorfa, Carnarvonshire, | Aldate’ s, Oxford Dee 16 
mn penne e and Blaenau Festiniog Pet Dec 15 | one Grorar, Pudsey, Yorks, Spice Manufacturer Dec | Laskey, Tomas, Moret Devon, Farmer 
Ord Dee 11 | 11.30 Off Ree, 31, Manor row, Bradford E Pet Dee 15 Ord Dee 15 
Keatina, = EL Frexnevi, and Oatrvy Suriiiwerorp, | Gua Samvuet Cuarres, Battersea pk rd, Baker Dee 


S30 at 12.30 24 Mla 
Gooprrson, Lev 1, B 
31, Manor row, Bee 


Brighton, Provision Agents Brighton Pet Dec 15 | 


Kevrzer, Henry Jonun, Leadenhall st, Commnsnciat Clerk 


High Court Pet Dec 16 Ord Nov % Hottoway, Jurivs, ~ ll Builder 

Kixe, Tuomas Wituiam, jun, and oe Kiva, South- | Off Reo, Walsal 
ampton, Coal Merchants Southampton Pet Dec 1} Krroney, Heyry, Newlyn Paul, Cornwall, Fisherman Dee 
Ord Dee 15 Wati2 Off Rec, Boscawen st, Truro 

Layspury, Kent, Land Agent Croydon | 


H J, Bromley , 
Pet Nov 7 ‘Ord D f 
Laskey, THomas, Moret letiabintink. 

Exeter Pet Deo 15 


Deo 30 at 1 


Devon, Farmer 


approach, eoien Bridge 
anne Dec 31 at 11 Off Ree, 


33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 
| Lewireron, Groncr Ronert, Rotherhithe st, Rotherhithe, 


Lawsox, Lioxet, Leeds, Journeyman Hairdresser Leeds 
Pet Deo 15 Ord Dee b 

Ler, Stumox, 8 , Leeds, Grocer Leeds Pet Dec 
14 Ord Dee 14 


Laeeaartt, Cieuent D, Pinner’s ct, Old Broad st, Financial 
Agent High Court Pet Oct 22 Ord Dee 16 

Levers, Wittaw Hawke, and Joux Eowarp Axraoxy 
Guy, esa Tailors Bradford Pet Nor 3 Oni 


} — Farprarck Wruorr, Lichfield, Printer Walsall 
Pet Dec 9 Ord Deo 15 


Jan 12 at 


Knou.ys, Faeownick "Roperr, Eocleston Sq, no occupation Dee 1 


Ord Dee 15 | Boat Builder Deo 31 at 12 38, Carey st,’ Lincoln's inn | Moxx, Sanvsi, Southsea, Batoher Ports- 

Lawsox, Lionet, Leeds, Journeyman Hairdresser Leeds | Lewis, Rorert Syues, Croydon, Hosier Deo 30 at 11.20 mouth Pet Decl5 Ord Dee ls ’ 

Pet Deo 15 Ord Deo 15 | M4, Railway a proach, London Bridge Moss, Groner Frepenrce, Hedden Bridge, Yorks, Printer 
Leaver, Farperick Wi.1aM, Wolvechamgten, Barman | Luxpy, Louis Francis, Wood lane, Shepherd's Bush, | ey Pet Nov24 Ord Dec 4 

Wolverhampton Pet Dec 14 Ord Dee Builder Deo 80 at 11 33, Carey st, Lincoln's inn Ramaer, Avexanper Sypxer, Wolverhampton, = 
Ler, Sixkon, Stanningley, Leeds, Grocer Leeds Pet Dec | Mracnam, Freorarcx Wreoer, Lichfield, Printer Deo 31 | in Chemical Works W;: Pet Nov 33 

14 Ord Deo 14 at 1240 Off Ree, Walsall Dee 14 ; ; 
Lixtox, Avoenus Frrornick, Hove, Sussex, Gent Mow.t, Cuanues Havevock, King and Queen Wharf, | Rawsox, Jawes Orprreuo, Leeds, Commercial Traveller 

Brighton Pet Dec 16 Ord Deo 16 Rotherhithe st, Coal Merchant Deo 29 at 12 Rankruptey | Leeds Ord Deo 16 Ord Deo 16 
MONK, Samurt, East Southsea, Wholesale Butcher Porte- | tides, Portage! st, Lincoln's inn fields erp) Manchester, Jeweller Man- 

mouth Pet Deo ls Ord Deo 16 Patan chester Pet Deo 15 Ord Deo 15 


O nomas Henny, 
Liver & Son, Epwarp, Tokenhouse bldgs, King’s Arms Off Reo, Worcester 
p yd, Shipbrokers High Court Pet Nov 27_ Ord Deo 16 

sock, Waurer, Brixton hill, Doctor of Medicine High 

tt Pet Decl Ord Deo 14 
Rariey, Gronar a High Wycombe, Bucks, late Grocer 
R Aylesbury Pet Deo 15 Ord Deo 15 
.~ James OLprinnp, neem, Commercial Traveller | 
Leeds’ Pet Deo 16 Ord Doo 1 
Joun, ak hill, Bufteld, Dealer BHdmonton Srmury, THomaa, 
12 Ord Deo 15 rood chmbrs, 


10,90 


the Savings Bank Dept, G 
at, Lincoln's inn fields 


at 3.16 
Scorr, WiLtiam, late Hi 


Reypt 


Parrrsox, Farorercx, Oakworth ri, Hornsey, 


Pixs, Perer, Andover, Southampton, Carpenter 
On Ree, por 

eatherlands, nr Poole, Builder 
Deo 80 at 12.90 Off Reo, Salis! 

ie, I W, Builder Dee Watie Holy. 
ewport 


sgrove, Butcher Dee 29 at 


Clerk in 
38, Carey 


Deo 30 


| Seveans, Bawest Janes Writam, York Naga, Adelphi, 
v Sera, Bangui Agent High Court Pet Oct 13 Ord 


Suwons, Waiter Hewry, Braintree, Besex, Photographer 
ee Cholmah Deo'S Ont Dec 22 


Sumurra, Tralee Souhampon fee Dae ig, Gnd Dee Provision 


8y ~~ 4 Tween, es mS Padding- 
Pe 
Deo ke 


PO Janéatil 


De R ON 
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Terry, Henny Kixossuny, Oxford terrace, Edgware rd, 
Business Manager High Court Pet Dec 14 Ord 


Tuompsox, THOMAS ines, © Bisho Auckland, Durham, 
Builder Durham Pet Dec Brd Dec Dee 12 

Vartry, Peter Grorcr, South Elmham, All Saint’s, Suf- 
folk, Farmer Gt Yarmouth Pet Dec16 Ord Dec 16 

Wittows, Saran, TT. Lodging house Keeper York 
Pet Dec 14 Ord Dec 1 

Woop, _— Margate, Restaurant Keeper Canterbury 
Pet Oct 27 Ord Dec 1 

Wrient, Fax DERICK. Loweatott, Painter Gt Yarmouth 
Pet Dec 16 Ord Dec 16 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


Butier, WILLA, —- Hampshire, Butcher Ports- 
mouth Adjud March 21, 1889 Annul Nov 12 


London Gazette.—Turspay, Dec, 22 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 

Averitt, Lroxarp Rocurorp, Osmaston, nr Derby, Farmer 
Derby Pet Dec19 Ord Dee 19 

Barker, Witt1am Hopasoy, Great Berkhamstead, Herts, 
Brewer’s Traveller Aylesbury Pet Dee 18 Ord 
Dec 18 

Bawtree, Joux, the Hon Evstack Hexrny Dawyay, 
Octavius Bawrrer, and Roserr Lorutan Curzon, 
Colchester, Bankers Colchester Pet Dec 19 Ord 


19 
Bentiey, NATHAN, — Beerhouse Keeper Bradford 
et Dec 18 Ord Dec 

Boor, em ng te Publican Boston Pet Dec 
17. Or c 

Cuark, WILLIAM Wat Lis, Windsor rd, Ealiog, Commission 
Agent Brentford Pet Dec 17 Ord Dee 17 

Dewrecs,. Hr my Mincing lane, oss hant Broker High 
Court Pet Dec19 Ord Dec 1 

Epwarps, Toomas Mititwarp, Bristol, Timber Merchant 
Bristol Pet Dec 17 Ord Dec 17 

Exeianp, Russet, Holland Pk gdns, Gent High Court 
Pet Dec 1 Ord Dec 18 

Evans, Benxsamix, Dowlais, Glam, Contractor Merthyr 

Pet Dec 19 Ord Dec 19 

Farrar, Georcr Wii11AM, Honley, nr _——— Dyer 
Huddersfield Pet Dec17 Ord Dec 1 

Fav _ Si oe x yd, Minories, General Merchant 

~— Court Pet Ord Dee 18 

Fox, WIti1aM, Middlesborou, h, Bricklayer Middles- 
borough Pet Dec15 Ord Dee 15 

Gacurr, Witiram Freperic, Arundel, Sussex, Fruiterer 
Brighton Pet Dec 18 Ord Dec 18 

GuTuHErRiz, Wituiam, Gateshead, Upholsterer Newcastle 
on Tyne Pet Dec 17 Ord Dec 17 

Guy, Cuartes Jouy, Blos. om st, Norton Folgate, Stationery 
Cabinet Manufacturer High Court Pet Nov19 Ord 
Dec 18 

Harnison, Horatio, Burnley, Market Gardener Burnley 
Pet Dec 18 Ord Dec 18 

Howianp, Tuomas, eneaeiees, Essex, Tailor Colchester 
Pet Dec17 Ord Dec 1 

Howarp, Cuaries, New ‘cut, Lambeth, Glass Manufac- 
turer High Court Pet Dec 3 Ord Dec 18 

Howarru, ALEXANDER, Middleton, Lancs, Plumber Old- 
ham Pet Dec18 Ord Dec 18 

Joxgs, Bexsamin Wituiam, Skewen, nr Neath, Glam, 
Flannel Dealer Neath Pet Dec17 Ord Dec 17 

Joxes, Epwarp, Roman rd, Old Ford, Coho Manufacturer 

h Court’ Pet Dec18 Ord Dec 1 

JonEs, Jounx, Dolbenmaen, Carnarv: ooh Woollen Manu- 
facturer Portmadoc and Blaenau Festiniog Pet Dec 
17. Ord Dec 17 

Joxes, Owes, Blaenau Festiniog, Merioneth, Labourer 
Blaenau Festiniog Pet Dec 17 Ord Dec 17 

Jones, THomas, Cwmbwria, nr Swansea, Grocer Swansea 
Pet Dec 19 Ord Dec 19 

Kixcuant, Ropert Henry, late of Warwick, late Chief 
Constable of Warwickshire Warwick Pet Dec2 Ord 


Dee 19 

Leg, James, the younger, ae, Licensed Victualler 
Barnsley Pet Dec 15 Ord Dec 1 

Loneiaxp, ArtuuR Roprnsoy, Gray s, Essex, Butcher 
Rochester Pet Dec 18 Ord Dee 18 

Marstoxe, JonaTuan Ezra, Tibshelf, nr Alfreton, Derby- 
shire, Clothier Derby Pet Dec 17 Ord Dec17 

Mrar, James, Buerton, Cheshire, Innkeeper Nantwich and 
Crewe Pet Dec18 Ord Dec 18 

Meyer, Jonannis Mortrz WitHELM Apvorru, Maidenhead, 
Teacher of Modern Languages Windsor Pet Dec 18 
Ord Dee 18 

Moorr, Joun Tomas, Blackburn, Watchmaker Black- 
burn Pet Dec17 Ord Dee 17 

Muses, Joun Tuomas, Newcastle on Tyne. Grocer New- 
castle on Tyne Pet Dec18 Ord Dec 18 

Owey, Lewis, Wheelton, nr Chorley, Lancs, late Public 
Works Contractor Bolton Pet Dee 18 Ord Dec 18 

Pearce, Samver Cattaway, and Jony Atkins STEVENS, 
Bristol, Auctioneers Bristol Pet Dec 17 Ord 
Dee 17 

Potuitr, Tuomas, Manchester, rc Keeper Man- 
chester Pet Dec18 Ord Dec 1 

Rossixs, Mark, Gt Grimsby, Baker. Gt Grimsby Pet Dec 
17 Ord Dec 1 17 

Rosr, Epwarp Temp te, late wrpeen n Pl, late Bill Broker 
High Court Pet Nov 24 OrdI 

Suriiinerorp, Ociitvy, West Brighton, Furniture Dealer 
Brighton Pet Dec18 Ord Dec 18 

Simpson, Epwarp 0 a Walsall, Baker Walsall Pet 
Dec 18 Ord Dec 1 

Starter, Jony, oe Derbyshire, Farmer Derby 
Pet Dec 19 Ord Dec 19 

Ssuitu, Epwarp, Headingley, nr Leeds, Farmer Leeds 
Pet Dec 17 Ord Dec 


Smirn, my | till Mitre st, Lambeth, Builder 
h Court Pet Nov 30 "Ord Dee 17 
Svovt, Mary, and Cuarztes Lickrotp Sout, Hastings, 
Seaweed Florists Hastings Pet Dec 19 Ord Dec 19 
Wuitt, AuBert, Padbury, Bucks, Farmer Banbury Pet 
Dec17 Ord Dee 17 


Whiret, Josern, and Srpxey Situ, Goldsmith st, Gough 
8q, Bookbinders High Court Pet Dec17 Ord Dec 17 


Wiruirams, Wittiam Owen, er Anglesey, Grocer 
Bangor Pet Dec18 Ord Dec 1 


The wane -—" notice is siidihed for that pub- 
ed in the London Gazette, Dec 1 
Horrtex, W a - 1am TRELEAVEN, Bodmin, Cornwall, Farmer 
Truro Pet Nov14 Ord Nov 28 


The following amended notice is substituted ~ that pub- 
lished in the London Gazette, Dec. 1 
Keating, Samvuet Frenneti, Brighton, ‘Comme rcial 
Traveller Brighton Pet Dec 15 Ord Dec 1 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Anaerer, Antuony, Middlesborough, Licensed Victualler 
Dee 30at 3 Off Rec, Middlesborough 

Best, Ropert, Middlesborough, Botanic Beer Manufac- 
turer Dec 30 Off Rec, Middlesborough 

Carpenter, Tuomas, Birmingham, Brassfounder Jan 11 
at 2.30 25, Colmore row, Birmingham 

Eames, Epwarp, Gt Elm, Somerset, Licensed Victualler 
Jan7at12 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corn st, Bristol 

Epwarps, THomAs MiLLwarp, Bristol, Timber Merchant 
Jan 7 at 12.30 Off Rec, Bz ank chmbrs, Bristol 

Extwiy, Harry, Uxbridge rd, Cheesemonger Dec ?1 at 11 
33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

Ems, Witt 14M, Cawston, Norfolk. Wheelwright Jan 2 at 
12 Off Ree, 8, King st, Norwich 

GALLI, Witura FREDERIC, Arundel, Sussex, Fruiterer 
Jan8at3 Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 

Gravatt, CHARLES, New Windsor, Refreshment hcuse 
Keeper Jan9 at 11.30 White Hurt Hotel, Windsor 

Graysoyx, Grorcr, Blackpool, Provision Merchant Dec 29 
at2 Off Rec, 14, Chapel st, Preston 

Greaory, CHarLes NATHANIEL, Newcastle on Tyne, Boot 
Manufacturer Dec 30at12 Off Rec, Pink lane, New- 
castle on Tyne 

Grime, Tuomas, Rawtenstall, Lancs. Travelling Draper 
Jan 6 at 1.30 County Court house, Blackburn 

Hersert, GeorGe WILLIAM, Birmingtam, Toy Manufac- 
turer Jani13at11 25, Colmore row, Birmingham 

Hissirr, Epwarp, Colsterworth, Lincs, Builder “Dee 30 at 
12 Off Rec, St Peter’s Church walk, Nottingham 

THusst, Joun, Roberttown, Liversedge, Yorks; Wheelwright 
Dec 30 at 3 Off Rec, Bank chbrs, Batley 

Hume, WALTER, Walton, nr Preston, Butcher Dee 29 at 
11 Off Rec, 14. Chapel st, Preston 

Jomssoy, THOMAS, Liverpool, Mantle Maker Dec 30 at 3 

ff Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

pm Owen, Bangor, Carter Jan 7 at11.45 Magistrates’ 
Room, Bangor 

Kine, Tuomas Wiiiiam, the younger, and Josren Kine, 
Southampton, Coal Merchants Janlat12.30 Off Rec, 
4, East st, Southampton , 

Laskey, Tomas, Moretonhampstead, Devon, Farmer 
Dee 29 at 11 Off Rec, 13, Bedford cir, Exeter 

Lee. Simeon, Stanningley, Leeds, Grocer Dec 3)at11 Off 
Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Lewis, Davip Witram, and Heyry Davip Lewis, South- 
sea, Builders Jan 12at 12.30 145, Cheapside 

Lewis, Samugy, Brecon, Manager Dee 30 at 12 Off Ree, 
Merthyr Tydfil 

LonGcLanp, ArnTHuR Rosinson, Grays, Essex, Butcher Jan 
11 at 11.30 Off Rec, High st, Rochester 

LutMaN, WILLIAM, Frimley 'y; Surrey, formerly Buécher 
Jan7 at 11.30 24, Railway App, London bridge 

MARSHALL, JAMES, Live l, Grocer Dee 31 at 3.30 Off 
Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverp ol 

MELuuisH, ‘WILLIAM Sipyey, Gt Grimsby, Fisherman Dec 
30at11 Off Rec, 15, Osborne st, Gt Grimsby 

Mirren, Henry, Heighington, I aincs, Gent Dee om at 12.30 
Off Ree, 31, Bilv erst, Lincoln 

MonTcomery, Wituiam Irving, and Atice Mary Monr- 
GOMERY, Gateshead, Mustard Manufacturers Dec 30 at 
11.30 Off Ree, Pink lane, Newcastle on Tyne 

Netuery, Wii.1aM, Liverpool, Provision Dealer Jan 8 at 
2 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 


Otf Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 


Works Contractor Dec 31 at 11 16, Wood st, Bolton 

Parritt, Frank Watson, Tonypandy, Glam, Photog grapher 
Dec 29 at 12 Off Rec, Merthyr Ty dfil 

Perry, FRANK Herperr, Slinfold, nr Horsham, Sussex, 
Farmer Jan8at12 Off Rec, Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 

Pocock, WattEr, Brixton hill, Doctor of Medicine Dec 30 
at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn 

PortrR, ALGERNON WILLIAM, Moulsham, Chelmsford, Baker 
Jan 5 at 12.30 Shirehall, Chelmsford 

Price, Witi1am, South Stockton, Grocer Dec 30at3 Off 
Ree, Middlesborough 

RossiTErR, Frank Jones, Leeds, Coal Merchant Dec 30 at 
12 Off Ree, 22, Park row, Leeds 

8 AWYER, WiiuiaM, Besley st, Streatham, Contractor Dec 

30 at 2.30 24, Railway app, London Bridge 

Scort, RoBert, Connaught rd. Harlesden, of no occupation 
Jan1lati12 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

Simons, Wa.terR Hewry, Braintree, Essex, Photographer 
Jan65at3 Off Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, ‘l'emple 

Simpson, Boegan <Aues, Walsall, Baker Jan 12 at 10.30 
0 a” 

Srockmay, Tom SarGeyt, the younger, Walbrook, Chemical 
Agent Jan1atil 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

Summers, Tuomas, Lymington, Southampton, Provision 
Dealer Jan 1 at12 Off Rec, 4, East st, Southampton 

Sykes, Tuomas, Chichester pl, Westbourne sqr, Padding- 
ton, Coach Builder Jan 4 at 2.30 33, Carey st, Lin- 
coln’s inn 

Terry, Henry Kixassury, Oxford terce, Edgware rd, 
Business Manager Dec "30 at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, 
Lincoln’s inn fields 

Txompson, W J D, Oxford st, Mercantile Clerk Jan 4 at 
11 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

TirEesuck, Henry, ham, mn, Coal Dealer Jan 7 at 1l 
25, Colmore row, Birming’ 

Wiseman, W J, late Anfield, Liverpool, Engineer Dec 31 
at3 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

The following amended notice is substituted ~~ that pub- 

lished in the London Gazette, Dec 1 
Pem., Hexry Witson, Thorneroft, Monmouth, School- 





master Dec 29at12 King’s Head Hotel, Monmouth 


Nosrep, N J, Liverpool, Provision Merchant Jan 8 at 2.30 | 





The following amended notice is substituted for that p 
lished in the London Gazette, Dec 18. 


Curtixe, Natnantet Cuttinc, Herne Bay, Kent, 
Janlatil Off Rec, 5, Castle st, Canterbury 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
AvERILL, Leoxarp Rocurorp, Osmaston, nr Derby, Fa 
Derby Pet Dec 19 Ord Dec 19 
Bestiey, Naruay, Bradford, Beerhouse Keeper Brad 
Pet Dee 17 Ord Dec 18 
Boor, Jonn, Wellingore, Lincs, Publican Boston 
Dec 16 Ord Dee 17 : 
Dickrxson, W I1LL1AM Ricnarp, and CHARLES Grom 
Dickinson, Burnley, Watc hmakers Burnley Pet 
4 Ord Dec 19 7 
Evans, Bensautn, Dowlais, Glam, Contractor fe: 
. Pet Dec 18 Ord Dec 19 
Fintu, Dax, Oakenshaw, Bradford, Common Brewer 
ford Pet Nov 30 Ord Dec 17 3 
Frack, Wi.i1am Henry, Richmond, Surrey, Ironme 
Wandsworth Pet Oct 28 Ord Dec 15 
Fox, Wriuram, Middlesborough, Bricklayer Mig 
borough Pet Dec15 Ord Dee 15 ; 
Gauiiz, Wittiam Freperic, Arundel, Sussex, Fruitem 
Brighton Pet Dec 18 Ord Dec 19 
Gururiz, WitL1am, Gateshead, Upholsterer Newcastl 
Tyne Pet Dec 17 Ord Dec 17 
Harrison, Horatio, Burnley, Market Gardener B 
Pet Dee 18 Ord Dec 18 
Hotuanp, Tuomas, Manningtree, Essex, Tailor Coleh 
et Dec 16 Ord Dee 17 
Hoover, Wittram Grorce, Oxford, Bookseller Ox 
Pet Nov10 Ord Dee 16 ' 
Howarru, ALEXANDER, Middleton, Lancs, Plumber @ 
ham Pet Dec18 Ord Dec 18 
Joxes, Bexsamix Wiiiiam, Skewen, nr Neath, @ 
Flannel Dealer Neath Pet Dec17 Ord Dec 17 
Joxes, Epwarp, Roman rd, Old Ford, Cake Manufaeh 
High Court Pet Dec 18 Ord Dec 18 
Jones, Jous, Brynkir, Dolbenmaen, Carnarvon 
Woollen Manufacturer Portmadoc and Blaenau F 
tiniog Pet Dec 17 Ord Dec 17 
Joxes, Owen, Blaenau Festiniog, Merioneth, Labe 
Blaenau Festiniog Pet Dec 16 Ord Dec 17 
JonEs, Tuomas, Cwmbwrla, nr Swansea, Grocer 8 
Pet Dec 19 Ord Dee 19 E 
Keatinc, Samvurt Frennert, Brighton, Commep 
Traveller Brighton Pet Dec 14 Pet Dec 19 
Ler, James, jun, Barnsley, Licensed Victualler Ba 
Pet Dec 14 Ord Dec 15 
LonGLanp, Artuur Ropinson, Grays, Essex, But 
Rochester Pet Dec 18 Ord Dec 18 
Lyons, Sotomon, Borough, London Bridge, Tailor 
Court Pet Dec7 Ord Dee 17 j 
Merar, James, Buerton, Cheshire, Innkeeper Nantwich 
Crewe Pet Dec18 Ord Dec 18 7 
Meyer, Jonannis Moritz WiLHEeLM Apo.ipn, Maiden 
‘Teacher of Modern Languages Windsor Pet Deg 
Ord Dee 18 { 
Muse, Juunn Tuomas, Newcastle on Tyne, Grocer 
castle on Tyne Pet Dec 18 Ord Dec 18 q 
Nostep, N. J., Liverpool, Provision Merchant Live 
et 1 Ord Dee 19 § 
Ockxenprex, Howarp, Eastbourne, Baker LEastha 
Pet Dec 11 Ord Dec 16 
Owen, Lewis, Wheeltcn, nr Chorley, Lancs, late P 
Works Contractor Bolton Pet Dec18 Ord Dec I®} 
Rossixs, Mark, Gt Grimsby, Baker Gt Grimsby 
Dee 17 Ord Dee 17 
Sawyer, Witiiam, Besley st, Streatham, Cont 
Wandsworth Pet Novi12 Ord Dee 17 
Scort, WiL.1aM, Heatherlands, nr Poole, Builder 
Pet Dec 2 Ord Dec 16 
Suituinarorp, Oaitvy, West Brighton, Furniture D 
_ Brighton Pet Dec18 Ord Dec 19 
Ssirn, Epwarp, Headingley, nr Leeds, Farmer 
Pet Dec 17 Ord Dee 17 


1 Qeerae ee > 
Owex, Lewis, Wheelton, nr Chorley, Lancs, late Public | °™'7% Horace Wittiam, late Spring grdns, 


Cross, Solicitor High Court et Oct 138 Ord D 
Strrnenson, Wii.t1aM Baywirr, Liverpool, Billiard TB 
_ Manufacturer Liverpool Pet Nov10 Ord Deed 
Srocxman, Tom SarGent, the younger, Walbrook, Che 

Agent High Court Pet Nov 23 Ord Dec 18 
Tay or, Frances, Margate, Boarding House Keeper 

terbury Pet Nov 25 Ord Dec 18 
TeRRaNeav, CHARLES Grorcre Ernest, Tavistock rd, 

beurne Park High Court Pet July 3 Ord Dec's | 
Wiacey, Cuaries, Birmingham, Manchester Wareho 

man Birmingham Pet Nov19 Ord Dec 19 
Witisiams, James Puruir, Treorkey, Glam, Butcher 

pridd Pet Dec 11 Ord Dee 16 
Wiitiams, Wittiam Owen, Bodedern, Anglesey, G 

Bangor Pet Dec18 Ord Dec 18 
Wiseman, W J, late of Anfield, Liverpool, Eng 

Liverpool Pet Nov 13 Ord Dee 19 

ADJUDICATIONS ANNULLED. 
ArcHEer, Grorce Artuur, Stafford, Licensed Viett 

Stafford Adjud Aug 81 Annul Dee 19 
Tiiacins, Witiuiam, Cheriton, Alresford, Hampsh 

occupation Winchester An June 30 AnnulD 
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